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REPLY TO THE REPORT OF THE WORLD CONFERENCE 

ON FAITH AND ORDER. 

HELD AT LAUSANNE, AUGUST 3rd-21st, 1927. 

In receiving tie Reports of the World Conference on Faith and 
Order, held at Lausanne, Switzerland, August 3rd-21st, 1927, the 
Assembly of the Congregational Union of England and Wales desires 
to record gratitude to God for tie measure in which “ tie venture 
of faith ” was justified, and the Conference was “ sustained by 
the manifest tokens of the Divine Presence in its worship, its 
deliberations, and its whole fellowship.” Further, while regretting 
deeply that differences of conviction regarding the Church, the 
Ministry, and tie Sacraments made inadmissible the supreme 
manifestation of Christian fellowship in a common celebration of 
the Lord’s Supper, it thanks God also for the measure in which 
“ fundamental agreements ” were made manifest. Especially does 
it welcome the unanimity and enthusiasm with which the Report 
on the Church’s Message to the World—the Gospel—was received, 
and for the sincerity, charity, fairness and tolerance with which 
“ the grave points of disagreement remaining ” were discussed 
and recorded. It recognises that the disappointment at the results 
reached, which has been expressed in some quarters, largely rests 
on a mistaken assumption that the Conference was called to 
“ attempt to define the conditions for the organic union of the 
Churches.” It holds, on the contrary, that the Conference, within 
the limitations imposed upon it by its very constitution, should be 
regarded as only a starting-point and not a goal; and promises 
its support to the Continuation Committee in “ whatever steps it 
may think wise and necessary, within the purpose of the Conference 
on Faith and Order, to advance the cause of Christian Unity in 
view of the desire for unity the Conference itself disclosed.” It 
desires especially that efforts in the mission field to remove the 
scandal and obstacle or division among the Churches by speedy 
union, where local feeling is ripe, should be welcomed, encouraged, 
and studied as giving indications of the possible ways of removing 
hindrances elsewhere in Christian unity. Accordingly it cordially 
agrees to the request of the Continuation Committee to continue 
its own Committee dealing with the subject of the Conference. 

Further, it subjoins the Report of the Committee specially ap¬ 
pointed for considering the findings of the Conference, a Report 
with which it records its general agreement. 

Regarding the Report of Section 1—The Call to Unity—and 
Section II—The Church’s Message to the World—we, the members 
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of the Committee, express our gratification at their favourable 
reception and our cordial acceptance of their terms. In regard to 
the Report of Section III, p. 7-9—the Nature of the Church—while 
we are in general accord with the statement, our convictions as 
Congregationalists lead us to express special agreement with certain 
of its appended Notes as follows, {a) We hold that this inter¬ 
pretation is given through the immediate witness of the Spirit to 
the heart and conscience of believers, enabling them to discern the 
Word of God as given in Holy Scripture and in the tradition of the 
Church, understanding “ tradition ” as embracing the life and 
thought of the Church in its various branches, in all lands and ages, 
under the guidance of the Holy Spirit. As regards (6), 1, 2, 3, we 
hold (1) that “ the invisible Church is not wholly in heaven,” but we 
“ include in it all true believers on earth, whether contained in any 
organisation or not ” ; (2) “ that the one Church, under the guidance 
of the Holy Spirit, may express itself in varying forms ” ; (3) that 
the visible Church consists not of any one but of all the existing 
Churches taken together. In regard to (4), we hold that some 
organisation is necessary, and that such organisation is preferable 
as allows the Church in each place and time to follow most freely 
the guidance of the Spirit. 

In respect of Creeds (Section IV, p. 10)—The Church’s common 
Confession of Faith—our belief in the constant guidance of the 
Spirit has led us not to require subscription to a creed as a condition 
of membership or ministry ; but this belief also allows a statement 
from time to time, as need may arise, for a public testimony to 
“ the things most surely believed among us,” some of which, such 
as the redemptive significance of the Cross, and the missionary task 
of the Christian Church, do not find a place in the oecumenical Creeds. 
In accepting the Apostles’ and Nieene Creeds as part of the basis 
for reunion, which some of us might be willing to do for the sake of 
others, we should mean, thereby, to confess our loyalty to the 
essential Christian faith so far as it is therein “ witnessed to and 
safeguarded,” while yet claiming liberty of interpretation of their 
specific statements, and always subordinating the Creeds to the 
less formal and more experimental expression of the Christian Faith 
in the Scriptures of the New Testament. 

As regards the Report of Section V (pp. 11-13)—The Ministry of 
the Church—we express our convictions as follows : 

(1) We hold that to the Church as a Society of believers no 
special ministry is strictly essential, but God by His Spirit gives 
gifts of ministry to its members, so fitting them for different 
functions like organs of a body (1 Cor. xii. Eph. iv, 11-12) ; and 
thus the special Ministry may be regarded as a gift of God to His 
Church, essential, not to its existence, but to its full well-being 
and effective activity in the_^ world as an organised corporate 
society. 
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(2) .We recognise a ministry, called of God as well as equipped 
by Him, and recognised and accepted as such by the Spirit which 
dwells in the Church. It is thus perpetually authorised and made 
effective through Christ and His Spirit. 

(3) While agreeing generally with what is said of the purpose 
of the ministry, we do not regard any of its functions as in essence 
exclusively possessed by it. 

(4) The government and discipline of the Church we regard as 
entrusted to the Church, for which the ministry may be, and 
often is, authorised to act representatively. 

(5) Men gifted for the work of the ministry, called by the Spirit, 
and accepted by the Church, are set apart among us generally 
through an act of ordination by prayer, to exercise the function 
of the ministry: but the accompanying practice of the laying-on 
of hands, though quite usual among us, is not regarded as 
obligatory. 

We concur with the statement on p. 12 that by the differences 
about the ministry “ the difficulties of inter-communion have been 
accentuated to the distress and wounding of faithful souls, while in 
the mission field, where the Church is fulfilling its primary object 
to preach the Gospel to every creature, the young Churches find the 
lack of unity a very serious obstacle to the furtherance of the Gos¬ 
pel.” Consequently we agree that “ the provision of a ministry 
acknowledged in every part of the Church as possessing the sanction 
of the whole Church, is an urgent need.” 

In regard to the third paragraph on p. 12 dealing with the com¬ 
bination in the polity of a United Church of the Episcopal, Presby 
teral, and Congregational elements, our view is expressed in the 
reply of the Congregational Union to the Lambeth appeal as 
follows :— 

We recognise that the ministry of any united Church must be 
a ministry duly authorised by the whole Church through its 
representatiyes. We agree that this authorisation should take 
the form of ordination—as the recognition and ratification of the 
call of. God to the ministry, and as the commissioning of the man 
so called, after due preparation, to work in a particular sphere. 
We cannot, however, agree that episcopal ordination should be 
essential to the exercise of the ministry in any united Church of 
which we as Congregationalists are to form part.* The theory 

* To this statement we may add that there are some Congregationalists 
who, while not regarding the presence of a Bishop at an ordination as 
essential, would be prepared to agree that a Bishop, as the historic symbol 
of visible and organised unity in the one Church universal, and as a means 
of fostering that ideal, should be associated with presbyters and congre¬ 
gation in the act coordination in the United Church. 
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that oniy through the laying-on of a Bishop’s hands can a ministry 
be made valid runs counter to our deepest convictions. If the 

(office of Bishop is to be retained in any united Church, we agree 
that it should be made purely elective and representative. We 
wish, moreover, that it were possible to avoid the use of this 

! historic term, which, just because it is historic, cannot fail to 
suggest and perpetuate ideas as to authority and the transmission 
of grace from which we entirely dissociate ourselves. 

The Report about the Sacraments {Section VI, pp. 15-16), is one 
in regard to which we cannot claim to express our common view, 
as there are considerable divergences among ourselves, as also in 
other Churches. We reject the view that there are seven Sacra¬ 
ments ; on the other hand, while we cannot un-church those Chris¬ 
tians “ who do not make use of the outward signs of Sacraments,” 
we ourselves use two Sacraments—Baptism and the Lord’s Supper. 
For us Baptism is a symbol of the consecration of the recipient to 
God’s special possession and the fellowship of His Church. In 
regard to infants it becomes a dedication by the parents of the child 
to God in the Church of Christ. It involves an acceptance by the 
Church of its responsibility for the spiritual nurture of the child. 
In such cases the Divine grace is mediated from the earliest years 
by the teaching and training of the Home and the Church. As 
regards the other Sacrament, so long as it is understood that its 
efficacy does not depend essentially on any special mode or agent of 
administration, but on the receptivity and responsiveness in faith, 
hope, and love of the recipient towards the present Lord, as imparting 
His grace, we can accept what is said of the Lord’s Supper in the 
first paragraph of p. 16 :— 

“ We believe that in the Holy Communion our Lord is present, 
that we have fellowship with God our Father in Jesus Christ 
His Son, our Living Lord, who is our one Bread, given for the 
life of the world, sustaining the life of all His people, and that 
we are in fellowship with all others who are united to Him. We 
agree that the Sacrament of the Lord’s Supper is the Church’s 
most sacred act of worship in which the Lord’s atoning death 
is commemorated and proclaimed, and that it is* a sacrifice of 
praise and thanksgiving and an act of solemn self-oblation.” 

We regret that it was not found possible to accept the Report of 
Section VII—The Unity of Christendom and the Relation Thereto 
of Existing Churches—substantially as presented to the Conference. 
We welcome gladly the measure of unanimity of conviction indicated 
by the quotations on p. 19, but desire that in regard to the terms 
used in each statement the qualifications^already indicated should 
be made. 

We sharej,11 the widespread agreement that there must be some 
unity of faith and practice ” ; but we do not identify unity with 
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uniformity, and so we desire the largest possible liberty of “ inter¬ 
pretation as to the nature of Sacramental grace and of ministerial 
order and authority” (p. .20). It seems to us to be desirable, as 
soon as it is practicable, to bring the Life and Work and the Faith 
and Order movements into closer association. The considerations 
of par. IV in this Report (p. 21), command our general assent. 

To what is recommended in par. V regarding the union movements 
in the mission field, we have already called attention as an urgent 
task for the Continuation Committee ; and we have also placed 
in the forefront of our reply our desire that Christian fellowship 
should be expressed, for its deepening and growth, at the Lord’s 
Table (par. VI), as a means for bringing about further unity. Our 
doctrine and practice involve for us no delay or hindrance to the 
immediate realisation of this desire, but we wish to understand 
the difficulties of others which stand in the way. While, then, as 
Congregationalists, we cannot admit that the reality of sacramental 
fellowship in the Lord’s Supper—any more than the reality of the 
ministry of the Word—depends upon a ministry constituted in 
any particular manner, we recognise that very many Christians 
have grave scruples on this point. This being so, we could not 
consider a federation which did not meet this hindrance to sacra¬ 
mental communion as an adequate expression of unity, although it 
might prepare for unity. But neither could we consider an organic 
unity desirable which insisted on uniformity of creed, ritual, and 
polity. In a word, we believe that such a form of common 
ministerial commission might be devised as would meet the require¬ 
ment of a common ministry and common Sacraments without 
insistence on uniformity (Notes to Section IV, p. 23). 

As these Reports show the need of further study, meditation and 
prayer, so that differences may be harmonised, or recognised as 
so much less important than the agreements as not to justify the 
sacrifice of unity to them, we support the action of the Continuation 
Committee in appointing a Reference Committee to deal with “ all 
the subject-matter of the Lausanne Conference, together with replies 
from the Churches to the Report of the Lausanne Conference.” 

For our part we shall continue to follow the labours of this 
Reference Committee, as of the Continuation Committee, with our 
interest and prayers for the Divine Guidance, so that the work 
of bringing the Churches of Christ into unity, begun as we believe 
in the Spirit, may be continued and completed, as God appoints, 
in the same Spirit. 
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Extract from the instructions given 

August 18, 1927, by the World Con¬ 

ference on Faith and Order to the Con¬ 

tinuation Committee. 

That to all of those Churches that have 

sent delegates the findings of this Con¬ 

ference shall be sent through their official 

channels at as early a date as possible, 

asking those Churches to consider the 

findings and report back to the Contin¬ 

uation Committee the results of their 

deliberations, in view of which the 

Continuation Committee shall consider 

what steps need to be taken for another 

Conference. 

Publications about the World Con¬ 

ference on Faith and Order may be had 

from the Secretariat, P. O. Box 226, 

Boston, Mass., U. S. A. 

Please send the names and addresses 

of any persons who might be interested 

in the movement. 



PREAMBLE 

unanimously adopted by the full Conference 

August 20, 1927 

We, representatives of many Christian Communions throughout 
the world, united in the common confession of faith in Jesus 
Christ the Son of God, our Lord and Saviour, believing that the 
Spirit of God is with us, are assembled to consider the things 
wherein we agree and the things wherein we differ. We now 
receive the following series of reports as containing subject matter 
ior the consideration of our respective Churches in their common 
search for unity. 

This is a Conference summoned to consider matters of Faith and 
Order. It is emphatically not attempting to define the conditions 
of future reunion. Its object is to register the apparent level 
of fundamental agreements within the Conference and the grave 
points of disagreements remaining; also to suggest certain lines 
of thought which may in the future tend to a fuller measure of 
agreement. 

Each subject on the agenda was first discussed in plenary session. 
It was then committed to one of the sections, of more than one 
hundred members each, into which the whole Conference was 
divided. The report, after full discussion in subsections, was 
finally drawn up and adopted unanimously or by a large majority 
vote by the section to which it had been committed. It was 
twice presented for further discussion to a plenary session of the 
Conference when it was referred to the Churches in its present 
form. 

Though we recognise the reports to be neither exhaustive nor 
in all details satisfactory to every member of the Conference, we 
submit them to the Churches for that deliberate consideration 
which could not be given in the brief period of our sessions. We 
thank God and rejoice over agreements reached; upon our agree¬ 
ments we build. Where the reports record differences, we call 
upon the Christian world to an earnest reconsideration of the 
conflicting opinions now held, and a strenuous endeavour to 
reach the truth as it is in God’s mind, which should be the foun¬ 
dation of the Church’s unity. 
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I. THE CALL TO UNITY 

unanimously adopted by the full Conference 
August 20, 1927 

God wills unity. Our presence in this Conference bears testi¬ 

mony to our desire to bend our wills to His. However we may 

justify the beginnings of disunion, we lament its continuance and 

henceforth must labour, in penitence and faith, to build up our 

broken walls. 

God’s Spirit has been in the midst of us. It was He who called 

us hither. His presence has been manifest in our worship, our 

deliberations and our whole fellowship. He has discovered us 

to one another. He has enlarged our horizons, quickened our 

understanding, and enlivened our hope. We have dared and 

God has justified our daring. We can never be the same again. 

Our deep thankfulness must find expression in sustained en¬ 

deavour to share the visions vouchsafed us here with those smaller 

home groups where our lot is cast. 

More than half the world is waiting for the Gospel. At home 

and abroad sad multitudes are turning away in bewilderment 

from the Church because of its corporate feebleness. Our 

missions count that as a necessity which we are inclined to look 

on as a luxury. Already the mission field is impatiently revolting 

from the divisions of the Western Church to make bold adventure 

for unity in its own right. We of the Churches represented in 

this Conference cannot allow our spiritual children to outpace us. 

We with them must gird ourselves to the task, the early begin¬ 

nings of which God has so richly blessed, and labour side by side 

until our common goal is reached. 

Some of us, pioneers in this undertaking, have grown old in our 

search for unity. It is to youth that we look to lift the torch 

on high. We men have carried it too much alone through many 

years. The women henceforth should be accorded their share 

of responsibility. And so the whole Church will be enabled to do 

that which no section can hope to perform. 

It was God's clear call that gathered us. With faith stimulated 

by His guidance to us here, we move forward. 
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REPORT OF SECTION II 

received by the full Conference, nem. con., 
August 19, 1927 

THE CHURCH’S MESSAGE TO THE WORLD— 

THE GOSPEL. 

The message of the Church to the world is and must always 

remain the Gospel of Jesus Christ. 

The Gospel is the joyful message of redemption, both here and 

hereafter, the gift of God to sinful man in Jesus Christ. 

The world was prepared for the coming of Christ through the 

activities of God’s Spirit in all humanity, but especially in His 

revelation as given in the Old Testament; and in the fulness of 

time the eternal Word of God became incarnate, and was made 

man, Jesus Christ, the son of God and the son of Man, full of 

grace and truth. 

Through His life and teaching, His call to repentance, His procla¬ 

mation of the coming of the Kingdom of God and of judgment, 

His suffering and death, His resurrection and exaltation to the 

right hand of the Father, and by the mission of the Holy Spirit, 

He has brought to us forgiveness of sins, and has revealed the 

fulness of the living God, and His boundless love toward us. By 

the appeal of that love, shown in its completeness on the Cross, 

He summons us to the new life of faith, self-sacrifice, and devotion 

to His service and the service of men. 

Jesus Christ, as the crucified and the living One, as Saviour and 

Lord, is also the centre of the world-wide Gospel of the Apostles 

and the Church. Because He Himself is the Gospel, the Gospel 

is the message of the Church to the world. It is more than a 

philosophical theory; more than a theological system; more than 

a programme for material betterment. The Gospel is rather the 

gift of a new world from God to this old world of sin and death; 

still more, it is the victory over sin and death, the revelation of 

eternal life in Him who has knit together the whole family in 

heaven and on earth in the communion of saints, united in the 

fellowship of service, of prayer, and of praise. 

The Gospel is the prophetic call to sinful man to turn to God, the 

joyful tidings of justification and of sanctification to those who 

believe in Christ. It is the comfort of those who suffer; to those 

who are bound, it is the assurance of the glorious liberty of the 
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sons of God. The Gospel brings peace and joy to the heart, and 

produces in men self-denial, readiness for brotherly service, and 

compassionate love. It offers the supreme goal for the aspira¬ 

tions of youth, strength to the toiler, rest to the weary, and the 

crown of life to the martyr. 

The Gospel is the sure source of power for social regeneration. 

It proclaims the only way by which humanity can escape from 

those class and race hatreds which devastate society at present 

into the enjoyment of national well-being and international 

friendship and peace. It is also a gracious invitation to the non- 

christian world, East and West, to enter into the joy of the living 

Lord. 

Sympathising with the anguish of our generation, with its longing 

for intellectual sincerity, social justice and spiritual inspiration, 

the Church in the eternal Gospel meets the needs and fulfils the 

God-given aspirations of the modern world. Consequently, as 

in the past, so also in the present, the Gospel is the only way of 

salvation. Thus, through His Church, the living Christ still 

says to men "Come unto me!... He that followeth me shall not 

walk in darkness, but shall have the light of life.” 
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REPORT OF SECTION III 

received by the full Conference, nem. con., 
August 19, 1927 

THE NATURE OF THE CHURCH. 

God who has given us the Gospel for th'e salvation of the world 

has appointed His Church to witness by life and word to its re¬ 

deeming power. The Church of the Living God is constituted 

by His own will, not by the will or consent or beliefs of men 

whether as individuals or as societies, though He uses the will 

of men as His instrument. Of this Church Jesus Christ is the 

Head, the Holy Spirit its continuing life. 

The Church as the communion of believers in Christ Jesus is, 

according to the New Testament, the people of the New Cove¬ 

nant; the Body of Christ; and the Temple of God, built upon the 

foundation of the Apostles and Prophets, Jesus Christ Himself 

being the chief corner stone. 

The Church is God's chosen instrument by which Christ, through 

the Holy Spirit, reconciles men to God through faith, bringing 

their wills into subjection to His sovereignty, sanctifying them 

through the means of grace, and uniting them in love and service 

to be His witnesses and fellow-workers in the extension of His 

rule on earth until His Kingdom come in glory. 

As there is but one Christ, and one life in Him, and one Holy 

Spirit who guides into all truth, so there is and can be but one 

Church, holy, catholic, and apostolic. 

The Church on earth possesses certain characteristics whereby it 

can be known of men. These have been, since the days of the 

Apostles, at least the following: 

1. The possession and acknowledgment of the Word of 

God as given in Holy Scripture and interpreted by the Holy 

Spirit to the Church and to the individual. (°) 

2. The profession of faith in God as He is incarnate and 

revealed in Christ. 

3. The acceptance of Christ’s commission to preach the 

Gospel to every creature. 

4. The observance of the Sacraments. 

5. A ministry for the pastoral office, the preaching of the 

Word, and the administration of the Sacraments. 
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6. A fellowship in prayer, in worship, in all the means of 

grace, in the pursuit of holiness, and in the service of man. 

As to the extent and manner in which the Church thus described 

finds expression in the existing Churches, we differ. Our dif¬ 

ferences chiefly concern: 

1. The nature of the Church visible and the Church in¬ 

visible, their relation to each other, and the number of those 

who are included in each. (b) 

2. The significance of our divisions past and present. (°) 

Whatever our views on these points, we are convinced that it is 

the will of Christ that the one life of the one body should be 

manifest to the work!. To commend the Gospel to doubting, 

sinful and bewildered men, a united witness is necessary. We 

therefore urge most earnestly that all Christians in fulfilment of 

our Saviour’s prayer that His disciples may be one reconsecrate 

themselves to God, that by the help of His Spirit the body of 

Christ may be built up, its members united in faith and love, and 

existing obstacles to the manifestation of their unity in Christ 

may be removed; that the world may believe that the Father 

has sent Him. 

We join in the prayer that the time may be hastened when in 

the name of Jesus every knee shall bow and every tongue confess 

that Jesus Christ is Lord to the glory of God the Father. 

NOTES 

(a) Some hold that this interpretation is given through the 

tradition of the Church; others through the immediate witness 

of the Spirit to the heart and conscience of believers; others 

through both combined. 

(b) For instance 

1. Some hold that the invisible Church is wholly in heaven; 

others include in it all true believers on earth, whether con¬ 

tained in any organisation or not. 

2. Some hold that the visible expression of the Church was 

determined by Christ Himself and is therefore unchangeable; 

others that the one Church under the guidance of the Holy 

Spirit may express itself in varying forms. 

3. Some hold that one or other of the existing Churches is the 

only true Church; others that the Church as we have de- 
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scribed it is to be found in some or all of the existing com¬ 

munions taken together. 

4. Some, while recognising other Christian bodies as 

Churches, are persuaded that in the providence of God and 

by the teaching of history a particular form of ministry has 

been shown to be necessary to the best welfare of the Church; 

others hold that no one form of organisation is inherently 

preferable; still others, that no organisation is necessary. 

(c) One view is that no division of Christendom has ever come 

to pass without sin. Another view is that the divisions were the 

inevitable outcome of different gifts of the Spirit and different 

understandings of the truth. Between these, there is the view 

of those who look back on the divisions of the past with penitence 

and sorrow coupled with a lively sense of God’s mercy, which in 

spite of and even through these divisions has advanced His cause 

in the world. 
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REPORT OF SECTION IV 

received by the full Conference, nem. con., 
August 19, 1927 

THE CHURCH’S COMMON CONFESSION OF FAITH. 

We members of the Conference on Faith and Order, coming from 

all parts of the world in the interest of Christian unity, have with 

deep gratitude to God found ourselves united in common prayer, 

in God our heavenly Father and His Son Jesus Christ, our Saviour, 

in the fellowship of the Holy Spirit. 

Notwithstanding the differences in doctrine among us, we are 

united in a common Christian Faith which is proclaimed in the 

Holy Scriptures and is witnessed to and safeguarded in the Ecu¬ 

menical Creed, commonly called the Nicene, and in the Apostles’ 

Creed, which Faith is continuously confirmed in the spiritual 

experience of the Church of Christ. 

We believe that the Holy Spirit in leading the Church into -ail 

truth may enable it, while firmly adhering to the witness of these 

Creeds (our common heritage from the ancient Church) to express 

the truths of revelation in such other forms as new problems may 

from time to time demand. 

Finally, we desire to leave on record our solemn and unanimous 

testimony that no external and written standards can suffice 

without an inward and personal experience of union with God 

in Christ. 

NOTES. 

1. It must be noted that the Orthodox Eastern Church can accept 

the Nicene Creed only in its uninterpolated form without the 

filioque clause; and that although the Apostles’ Creed has no place 

in the formularies of this Church, it is in accordance with its 

teaching. 

2. It must be noted also that some of the Churches represented 

in this Conference conjoin tradition with the Scriptures, some 

are explicit in subordinating Creeds to the Scriptures, some at¬ 

tach a primary importance to their particular Confessions, and 

some make no use of Creeds. 

3. It is understood that the use of these Creeds will be determined 

by the competent authority in each Church, and that the several 

Churches will continue to make use of such special Confessions as 

they possess. 
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REPORT OF SECTION V 

received by the full Conference, mm. con., 

August 20, 1927 

THE MINISTRY OF THE CHURCH. 

We members of the Conference on Faith and Order are happy to 

report that we find ourselves in substantial accord in the following 
five propositions: 

1. The ministry is a gift of God through Christ to His Church 

and is essential to the being and well-being of the Church. 

2. The ministry is perpetually authorised and made effective 

through Christ and His Spirit. 

3. The purpose of the ministry is to impart to men the saving and 

sanctifying benefits of Christ through pastoral service, the 

preaching of the Gospel, and the administration of the sacra¬ 

ments, to be made effective by faith. 

4. The ministry is entrusted with the government and discipline 

of the Church, in whole or in part. 

5. Men gifted for the work of the ministry, called by the Spirit 

and accepted by the Church are commissioned through an act 

of ordination by prayer and the laying on of hands to exercise 

the function of this ministry. 

Within the many Christian communions into which in the course 

of history Christendom has been divided, various forms of min¬ 

istry have grown up according to the circumstances of the several 

communions and their beliefs as to the mind of Christ and the 

guidance of the New Testament. These communions have been, 

in God's providence, manifestly and abundantly used by the 

Holy Spirit in His work of enlightening the world, converting 

sinners, and perfecting saints. But the differences which have 

arisen in regard to the authority and functions of these various 

forms of ministry have been and are the occasion of manifold 

doubts, questions and misunderstandings. 

These differences concern the nature of the ministry (whether 

consisting of one or several orders), the nature of ordination and 

of the grace conferred thereby, the function and authority of 

Bishops, and the nature of Apostolic succession. We believe 

that the first step toward the overcoming of these difficulties is 

the frank recognition that they exist, and the clear definition of 
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their nature. We therefore add as an appendix to our Report 

such a statement, commending it to the thoughtful consideration 

of the Churches we represent. 

By these differences the difficulties of inter-communion have 

been accentuated to the distress and wounding of faithful souls, 

while in the mission field, where the Church is fulfilling its primary 

object to preach the Gospel to every creature, the young Churches 

find the lack of unity a very serious obstacle to the furtherance 

of the Gospel. Consequently the provision of a ministry ac¬ 

knowledged in every part of the Church as possessing the sanction 

of the whole Church is an urgent need. 

There has not been time in this Conference to consider all the 

points of difference between us in the matter of the ministry with 

that care and patience which could alone lead to complete agree¬ 

ment. The same observation applies equally to proposals for 

the constitution of the United Church. Certain suggestions as 

to possible church organisation have been made, which we trans¬ 

mit to the Churches with the earnest hope that common study 

of these questions will be continued by the members of the various 

Churches represented in this Conference. 

In view of (1) the place which the Episcopate, the Councils of 

Presbyters, and the Congregation of the faithful, respectively, 

had in the constitution of the early Church, and (2) the fact that 

episcopal, presbyteral and congregational systems of government 

are each today, and have been for centuries, accepted by great 

communions In Christendom, and (3) the fact that episcopal, 

presbyteral and congregational systems are each believed by 

many to be essential to the good order of the Church, we there¬ 

fore recognise that these several elements must all, under con¬ 

ditions which require further study, have an appropriate place 

in the order of life of a reunited Church, and that each separate 

communion, recalling the abundant blessing of God vouchsafed 

to its ministry in the past, should gladly bring to the common 

life of the united Church its own spiritual treasures. 

If the foregoing suggestion be accepted and acted upon, it is 

essential that the acceptance of any special form of ordination 

as the regular and orderly method of introduction into the minis¬ 

try of the Church for the future should not be interpreted to imply 

the acceptance of any one particular theory of the origin, character 

or function of any office in the Church, or to involve the accept¬ 

ance of any adverse judgment on the validity of ordination in 

those branches of the Church universal that believe themselves 
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to have retained valid and apostolic Orders under other forms of 

ordination; or as disowning or discrediting a past or present 

ministry of the Word and Sacrament which has been used and 

blessed by the Spirit of God. 

It is further recognised that inasmuch as the Holy Spirit is be¬ 

stowed upon every believer, and each believer has an immediate 

access to God through Jesus Christ, and since special gifts of the 

Holy Spirit, such as teaching, preaching, and spiritual counsel, 

are the treasures of the Church as well as of the individual, it is 

necessary and proper that the Church should make fuller use of 

such gifts for the development of its corporate spiritual life and 

for the extension of the Kingdom of Jesus Christ, our Lord. 

In particular, we share in the conviction, repeatedly expressed 

in this Conference, that pending the solution of the questions of 

faith and order in which agreements have not yet been reached, 

it is possible for us, not simply as individuals but as Churches, to 

unite in the activities of brotherly service which Christ has com¬ 

mitted to His disciples. We therefore commend to our Churches 

the consideration of the steps which may be immediately prac¬ 

ticable to bring our existing unity in service to more effective 

expression. 

In conclusion, we express our thankfulness to Almighty God for 

the great progress which has been made in recent years in the 

mutual approach of the Churches to one another, and our con¬ 

viction that we must go forward with faith and courage, confi¬ 

dent that with the blessing of God we shall be able to solve the 

problems that lie before us. 

NOTES. 

1. The following is the view of the Orthodox Church, as formu¬ 

lated for us by its representatives. 

“The Orthodox Church, regarding the ministry as instituted 

in the Church by Christ Himself, and as the body which by 

a special charisma is the organ through which the Church 

spreads its means of grace such as the sacraments, and be¬ 

lieving that the ministry in its threefold form of Bishops, 

Presbyters and Deacons can only be based on the unbroken 

apostolic succession, regrets that it is unable to come in 

regard to the ministry into some measure of agreement 

with many of the Churches represented at this Conference; 

but prays God that He, through His Holy Spirit, will guide 

to union even in regard to this difficult point of disagree¬ 

ment.” 

13 



2. In Western Christendom also there are conspicuous differences. 

One representative view includes the following points: 

(a) that there have always been various grades of the min¬ 

istry, each with its own function; (b) that ordination is a 

sacramental act of divine institution, and therefore indis¬ 

pensable, conveying the special charisma for the particular 

ministry; (c) that Bishops who have received their office 

by succession from the Apostles are the necessary ministers 

of ordination; (d) that the apostolic succession so understood 

is necessary for the authority of the ministry, the visible 

unity of the Church, and the validity of the sacraments. 

On the other hand it is held by many Churches represented 

in the Conference (a) that essentially there is only one 

ministry, that of the Word and Sacraments; (b) that the 

existing ministries in these Churches are agreeable to the 

New Testament, are proved by their fruits and have due 

authority in the Church, and the sacraments ministered by 

them are valid; (c) that no particular form of ministry is 

necessary to be received as a matter of faith; (d) that the 

grace which fits men for the ministry is immediately given 

by God, and is recognised, not conferred, in ordination. 

Further we record that there are views concerning the 

ministry which are intermediate between the types just 

mentioned. For instance, some who adhere to an episcopal 

system of church government do not consider that the 

apostolic succession as described above is a vital element of 

episcopacy, or they reject it altogether. Others do not 

regard as essential the historic Episcopate. Those who 

adhere to presbyteral systems of church government believe 

that the apostolic ministry is transmissible and has been 

transmitted through Presbyters orderly associated for the 

purpose. Those who adhere to the congregational system 

of government define their ministry as having been and being 

transmitted according to the precedent and example of the 

New Testament. 
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REPORT OF SECTION VI 

received by the full Conference, nem. con., 

August 20, 1927 

THE SACRAMENTS. 

We are convinced that for the purpose in view in this Conference 

we should not go into detail in considering Sacraments — by 

some called “Mysteries.” The purpose therefore of this state¬ 

ment is to show that there may be a common approach to and 

appreciation of Sacraments on the part of those who may other¬ 

wise differ in conception and interpretation. 

We testify to the fact that the Christian world gives evidence of 

an increasing sense of the significance and value of Sacraments, 

and would express our belief that this movement should be fos¬ 

tered and guided as a means of deepening the life and experience 

of the Churches. In this connection we recognise that the 

Sacraments have special reference to the corporate life and 

fellowship of the Church and that the grace is conveyed by the 

Holy Spirit, taking of the things of Christ and applying them 

to the soul through Faith. 

We agree that Sacraments are of divine appointment and that 

the Church ought thankfully to observe them as divine gifts. 

We hold that in the Sacraments there is an outward sign and an 

inward grace, and that the Sacraments are means of grace through 

which God works invisibly in us. We recognise also that in the 

gifts of His grace God is not limited by His own Sacraments. 

The Orthodox Church and others hold that there are seven 

Sacraments and that for their valid administration there must 

be a proper form, a proper matter and a proper ministry. Others 

can regard only Baptism and the Lord’s Supper as Sacraments. 

Others again, while attaching high value to the sacramental 

principle, do not make use of the outward signs of Sacraments, 

but hold that all spiritual benefits are given through immediate 

contact with God through His Spirit. In this Conference we lay 

stress on the two Sacraments of Baptism and Lord’s Supper, 

because they are the Sacraments which are generally acknowl¬ 

edged by the members of this Conference. 

We believe that in Baptism administered with water in the name 

of the Father, the Son and the Holy Spirit, for the remission of 

sins, we are baptised by one Spirit into one body. By this state- 
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ment it is not meant to ignore the difference in conception, 
interpretation and mode which exist among us. 

We believe that in the Holy Communion our Cord is present, that 
we have fellowship with God our Father in Jesus Christ His’ Son, 
our Living Lord, who is our one Bread, given for the life of the 
world, sustaining the life of all His people, and that we are in 
fellowship with all others who are united to Him. We agree that 
the Sacrament of the Lord’s Supper is the Church’s most sacred 
act of worship in which the Lord’s atoning death is commemo¬ 
rated and proclaimed, and that it is a sacrifice of praise and 
thanksgiving and an act of solemn self-oblation. 

There are among us divergent views, especially as to (1) the mode 
and manner of the presence of our Lord; (2) the conception of 
the commemoration and the sacrifice; (3) the relation of the 
elements to the grace conveyed; and (4) the relation between 
the minister of this Sacrament and the validity and efficacy of the 
rite. . We are aware that the reality of the divine presence and 
gift in this Sacrament cannot be adequately apprehended by 
human thought or expressed in human language. 

We close this statement with the prayer that the differences 
which prevent full communion at the present time may be re¬ 
moved. 
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FOREWORD TO THE 

REPORT ON SUBJECT VII. 

The report of Section VII, on the Unity of Christendom and the 

relation thereto of existing Churches, was presented to the Con¬ 

ference on Thursday, August 18, by the Chairman of the section, 

the Archbishop of Upsala, and after discussion, in which various 

amendments were proposed, “was referred to the Drafting Com¬ 

mittee for the consideration of the proposed amendments.” 

The text of the first draft, together with an abstract of the dis¬ 

cussion, is found in the official Proceedings of the Conference 

(“Faith and Order”), pages 396-403. 

In the absence of the Archbishop of Upsala, a revision of the 

Report was presented to the full Conference on Saturday, Au¬ 

gust 20, by the Archbishop of Armagh, the Vice-Chairman of the 

Section. After debate, in which it appeared that the revision 

would not receive the unanimous approval of the Conference, 

the President suggested as a proposal likely to meet all difficulties 

“that the Report should be received by the Conference in the 

same way as the other reports, but on the understanding that it 

should be referred to the Continuation Committee for further 

consideration,” it being further explained “that the Continuation 

Committee would take such action as it considered advisable in 

view of the knowledge it had of the situation.” This proposal 

was adopted by the Conference. The text of the revised report, 

together with a brief abstract of the discussion which followed, 

is found in the Proceedings of the Conference, pages 43S-439. 

At a meeting of the Continuation Committee held on August 20, 

1927, the following action was taken: 

With reference to the report on Subject VII which had been re¬ 

ceived by the World Conference on Faith and Order for trans¬ 

mission to the Continuation Committee, it was agreed that a 

committee be appointed with the duty of considering the whole 

situation with regard to Subject VII and reporting back to the 

Business Committee. The following were named: 

Rt. Rev. the Bishop of Gloucester, Convener 

Rev. William Adams Brown, D.D. 

Rt. Rev. James DeWolf Perry, D.D. 

Gen.-Sup. D.Dr. Otto Dibelius 

Rev. Timothy Tingfang Lew, Ph.D. 

At the suggestion of the President of the Conference, the Arch¬ 

bishop of Upsala was afterwards added to the Committee. 
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Acting under the instructions thus given, the Committee prepared 

a revised draft of Report VII in which, without introducing any 

new matter of their own, they endeavored to meet the criticisms 

which had been made of the Report in its earlier forms by re¬ 

arrangement of material, by more exact reference to previous 

actions of the Conference itself, and by following more consist¬ 

ently the precedent set in earlier reports of stating alternative 

positions where there was difference of view. 

In the course of its deliberations the Committee received valuable 

suggestions from many members of the Conference, especially 

from the Archbishop of Armagh, Professor Merle d’Aubigne, 

and Archbishop Germanos. The latter contributed valuable 

notes on the attitude of the Orthodox Church to certain points 

raised in the Report. 

The Report, thus amended and revised, was presented to the 

Business Committee on December 21, 1927, and after full con¬ 

sideration and the adoption of certain minor amendments is by 

them submitted to the churches for such consideration as they 

may desire to give it. 
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REPORT ON SUBJECT VII 

THE UNITY OF CHRISTENDOM 

AND THE RELATION THERETO OF EXISTING 

CHURCHES 

Reports II to VI register the degree of unity in the conception 

of the Church to which the Conference has thus far attained. 

It remains in this closing report to consider the consequences 

which follow for the existing churches. 

I 

Report II declares that “the message of the Church to the world 

is and must always remain the Gospel of Jesus Christ ... the 

joyful message of redemption, both here and hereafter, the gift 

of God to sinful man in Jesus Christ.” 

Report III declares that “God who has given us the Gospel for 

the salvation of the world has appointed His Church to witness 

by life and word to its redeeming power ... As there is but one 

Christ, and one life in Him, and one Holy Spirit who guides into 

all truth, so there is and can be but one Church, holy, catholic, 

and apostolic.” 

Report IV declares that “notwithstanding the differences in 

doctrine among us, we are united in a common Christian Faith 

which is proclaimed in the Holy Scriptures and is witnessed to 

and safeguarded in the Ecumenical Creed, commonly called the 

Nicene, and in the Apostles’ Creed, which Faith is continually 

confirmed in the spiritual experience of the Church of Christ.” 

Report V declares that “the ministry is a gift of God through 

Christ to His Church and is essential to the being and well-being 

of the Church . . . The purpose of the ministry is to impart to 

men the saving and sanctifying benefits of Christ through pastoral 

service, the preaching of the Gospel, and the administration of 

the sacraments, to be made effective by faith.” 

Report VI declares that “Sacraments are of divine appointment 

and that the Church ought thankfully to observe them as divine 

gifts;” that they “have special reference to the corporate life and 

fellowship of the Church and that the grace is conveyed by the 

Holy Spirit, taking of the things of Christ and applying them to 

the soul through faith.” 
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II 

The unity of the Church implies a unity in Faith and Order, but 

it does not mean uniformity. There must be space for divers 

types of expression, provided that those things which safeguard 

the unity in essentials are maintained. The various communions 

should bring into the common life of the Church those elements 

which express their characteristic gifts, so that nothing of the rich 

variety which marks Christian experience will be lost, and the 

liberty of interpretation within the limits of the accepted faith 

will be preserved. 

Further there are differences as to the ultimate form which it is 

God’s will His Church should take. Some hold that this form 

“was determined by Christ Himself and is therefore unchange¬ 

able; others that the one Church under the guidance of the Holy 

Spirit may express itself in varying forms” (Report III), and 

therefore make place in their view of the Church of the future for 

diversity of doctrine, worship and order. Still others admit 

diversity of worship and order, but not of doctrine. 

This difference of ideal affects the view taken of the steps through 

which the ideal is to be reached, some interpreting the limit of 

legitimate variation in doctrinal statement and in the adminis¬ 

tration of church ordinances more strictly than others; but there 

is widespread agreement that there must be some unity of faith 

and practice and some liberty of interpretation as to the nature 

of sacramental grace and of ministerial order and authority. 

(See the appended “Note to Section II.”) 

Ill 
As the individual disciple is known by his fruits, so the unity of 

the disciples is shown by their fellowship in the service of the 

Master. Report V declares that, “pending the solution of the 

questions of faith and order in which agreements have not yet 

been reached, it is possible for us, not simply as individuals but 

as Churches, to unite in the activities of brotherly service which 

Christ has committed to His disciples;” but there is difference 

as to the exact form this cooperation should take. 

In his Encyclical Letter of 1920, the Ecumenical Patriarch pro¬ 

posed “that a league or council of the churches should be formed 

for practical purposes.” It has been suggested that such a council 

might be evolved from already existing organizations, such as the 

Continuation Committee on Life and Work, consisting of repre¬ 

sentatives officially appointed by almost all the Christian 

20 



communions, and other organizations of similar nature. Some 

of us believe that such a council if formed should include, as its 

two branches, questions of life and work and of faith and order. 

Others believe that, for the present, it would be wiser for the 

movements represented by Stockholm and Lausanne to develop 

in independence, each following its own way; but there is general 

agreement that ultimately life, work, faith and order are expres¬ 

sions of an existing spiritual unity, and that each requires the 

other for its complete fruition. “We therefore commend to our 

Churches the consideration of the steps which may be immedi¬ 

ately practicable to bring our existing unity in service to more 

effective expression” (Report V). 

IV 

As material for such consideration, the following suggestions 

which it was impossible adequately to discuss at Lausanne are 

passed on to the churches: 

1. In preparation for closer fellowship, each communion 

should seek more intimate knowledge of the faith and life, 

worship and order of the others. Differences which are the 

outgrowth of complicated historical developments, may 

preserve some aspect of truth or of life which is of value 

to the church as a whole, or they may sometimes prove to be 

less important than they are supposed to be. As the differ¬ 

ent communions come to know one another better, they will 

grow in understanding and in appreciation of one another. 

2. It has not been possible for the Conference to consider 

with the care which it deserves the relation of the existing 

churches to one another or the place which each or any of 

them may hold in the undivided church. We commend to 

the churches the suggestions which have been made on this 

subject in the addresses delivered at the Conference. In the 

meantime, we welcome the movement already under way 

for the union of bodies of similar doctrine, polity and worship, 

and trust that it may continue with ever greater success. 

3. Pending the complete, organic union of the different 

churches, we note with satisfaction a number of movements 

for practical cooperation along social, evangelistic and other 

lines. Experience shows that it has been possible for widely 

separate bodies to cooperate in such movements with mutual 

profit and without surrender of principle. (See the appended 

“Notes to Section IV,” Note A.) There is abundant evi- 
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dence that when communions undertake together the divine 

task of bringing the love of Christ to those who do not know 

Him, they become closer to one another. Especially we 

commend to the churches the consideration of what steps 

can be taken to eliminate needless overlapping and com¬ 

petition in the local community; that in ways consistent 

with the genius of the several communions, our existing unity 

in Christ may be manifest to the world. (See the appended 
“Notes to Section IV,” Note B.) 

V 
We note with gratitude to God the recent increase of effective 

cooperation in the mission field. The purpose of all missionary 

work is to carry the eternal Gospel to the ends of the earth, so 

that it may meet the spiritual needs of every nation and bring 

all men to the Saviour. Here more than anywhere else unity 

is essential. We note with sympathy the degree of union which 

has already been attained in many countries and the plans which 

are proposed for further union. We commend these plans to the 

churches for their careful consideration. 

The demand which comes from the churches of the Mission field 

is that the Churches at home should grant them greater freedom 

of action, and that their hopes of unity should not be frustrated 

by the long-continued acquiescence in disunion at home which 

makes it difficult to recognize how fatal disunion is to the new 
indigenous churches. 

VI 
Complete fellowship in the Church will be realized only when the 

way is opened for all God’s children to join in communion at the 

Lord’s table Through prayer and thoughtful deliberation the 

steps must be found which will most effectively lead to this goal. 

Ambiguous statements and hasty measures may hinder rather 

than hasten the work of unification. Yet if we are ever to become 

one, we must not shrink from the task. Some of us believe that 

full communion can be reached only at the end of the process of 

unification; others that it may be used by God as the means to 

that end. Whatever the way to the goal, complete unity will 

require that the Churches be so transformed that there may be 

full recognition of one another by members of all communions. 

Nothing will do more to hasten the union for which we all long 

than that in our daily prayer, both as individuals and as churches, 

we should remember one another. It has been suggested that 
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a common prayer be sent out in the name of the Conference to be 

used at a convenient time by all Christian Churches. Especially 

would we bear on our hearts before God our brethren who are 

passing through suffering, praying that grace may be given to 

them to stand firm under their afflictions, and that to them and 

to us alike, God will grant the spirit of sacrifice as we remember 

the word of the Lord Jesus: “If any man will come after Me, 

let him deny himself and take up his cross daily and follow Me.” 

God give us, both as individuals and as churches, wisdom and 
courage to do His will. 

NOTE TO SECTION II 

It must be noted that representatives of the Orthodox Church 

would guard their acceptance of any diversity in matters of Faith 

and Order (Section II) by the following limitations. 

(a) The types of expression so far as these types have been 

established by Ecumenical Synods must be maintained. 

(b) Liberty of interpretation comes within the sphere of the 

Church as a whole and not of different sections or individuals. 

(c) They cannot agree that “there must be some liberty of 

interpretation as to the nature of sacramental grace, and of 

ministerial order and authority.” 

(d) They admit differences in worship so long as they do not 

diverge from the common doctrinal basis, on which is based 

the Holy Worship as handed down from the times of the 

Apostles. 

NOTES TO SECTION IV, PAR. 3 

A. There are some who believe that cooperation should take the 

form of federation, either local, national, or international: others 

oppose federation, fearing that it may become a substitute for 

complete organic union. In the interest of clarity of thought it is 

important to remember that the word “federation” is used in 

at least three different senses. It may denote either 

1. A substitute for organic union. 

2. A step on the road to organic union. 

3. A form of organic union. 

In discussing federation it is important to make clear in which 

of these different senses the word is used. 
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B. It is suggested that in the case of communions of similar doc¬ 

trine and polity, the desired expression of unity may often be 

secured by the method of denominational comity. In the case 

of those communions which are separated by fundamental 

differences of view, the problem is more difficult and will require 

special consideration. 
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CONCLUDING STATEMENT 

drafted by the Chairman of the Conference 
at its request 

We have finished our immediate task. From first to last we are 

able to express it in constructive terms written and received, 

whether they be statements of agreement or statements of dif¬ 

ference, in brotherly love and mutual consideration. They are 

the product of the minds of men who earnestly desired and 

strove to place and keep themselves under the guidance of God’s 

Holy Spirit. Human imperfections which mingle with them we 

pray God to pardon. In offering to Him our handiwork, we are 

but returning to Him that which He has given to us. We pray 

His acceptance of and blessing upon our offering. 

However, we have not finished our whole task. We have but 

taken a step on a long journey. The Conference was only a new 

starting point. What we did there will crumble into dust unless 

the representatives at Lausanne bring home to their several 

Churches the duty and responsibility of studying the Reports 

which they themselves received for this very purpose. The Con¬ 

ference should be repeated in every main ecclesiastical assembly, 

as well as in each separate congregation, throughout our entire 

Christian constituency if we are to take full advantage of the 

progress registered. By our presence and activity at Lausanne 

we are solemnly pledged to reproduce, each in his own local circle, 

the spirit and method which made the World Conference on 

Faith and Order what it was. “I pray you to give me the utter 

joy of knowing you are living in harmony, with the same feeiings 

of love, with one heart and soul, never acting for private ends or 

from vanity, but humbly considering each other the better man, 

and each with an eye to the interests of others as well as to his 

own. Treat one another with the same spirit as you experience 

in Christ Jesus.”* 

We who have been privileged to labor together have done so in 

the joyousness of unhampered freedom. We must not forget, 

in the liberty which is to us a commonplace, the sufferings which 

some of our Christian brethren are at this very moment under¬ 

going. Deprived of liberty, in hostile surroundings, their cry 

goes up to God from the house of their martyrdom. Our prayers 

enfold them and our sympathy stretches out affectionate arms 

toward them. 

*Phil. 2: 2-5. Moffatt’s translation. 
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Finally, we commend the Christian Churches, whether repre¬ 

sented in the Conference or not, to our Heavenly Father’s guid¬ 

ance and safe keeping, looking earnestly toward the day when the 

full mind of God will control all the affairs of mankind. 
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. . . the beginnings of unity are to 

be found in the clear statement and 

full consideration of those things in 

which we differ, as well as of those 

things in which we are at one . . . 

(Initiatory Report, Cincinnati, 1910). 
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The Continuation Committee at Prague in 1928 entrusted to the Committee of 

Reference the preparation of study material, based on the Lausanne Reports, for 

the use of local discussion groups. The following Questions for Study were 

drafted by the Committee of Reference, were submitted to the Continuation Com¬ 

mittee at Maloja, Switzerland, in 1929, were revised at a joint session of the Com¬ 

mittee of Reference with members of the Business Committee present at Maloja, 

and are now circulated by desire of the Continuation Committee. 

FOREWORD. 

The Faith and Order Movement is a concerted attempt to 

promote the cause of Christian unity by means of confer¬ 

ence. It starts from two convictions, (1) that the desire 

for unity needs to be quickened by the recognition and re¬ 

affirmation of those beliefs which Christians already possess 

in common; (2) that the paths to unity cannot be found 

unless members of the severed Christian communions come 

together in order to understand each other, and to examine 

anew those differences of principle and practice which now 

divide them. It has therefore invited the Christian world 

to consider the things in which we agree and those in which 
we differ. 

At Lausanne in 1927 we set out upon this path of mutual 

understanding, and made some advance along it. The 

next step must be taken, not by five hundred people in a 

conference, but by the rank and file of the Churches. It 

is time that they began to consider, with the desire to un¬ 

derstand. Experience proves that real reunion does not 

come within the horizon of possibility until the rank and 
file desire it, knowing why. 

The Lausanne Conference confronted seven great subjects, 

and issued seven Reports which embody the main agree¬ 

ments and disagreements of its members upon them. Three 

of these Reports, III, V and VI, are reprinted here. They 
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deal with three subjects upon which there is great diver¬ 

gence of opinion and an urgent need for further considera¬ 

tion— the Nature of the Church, the Christian Ministry, 
and the Christian Sacraments. 

To each Report a series of questions is prefixed. The 

best use to which they can be put is to form a small group 

composed, if possible, of members of different Churches, 

which should meet at regular intervals for genuine confer¬ 

ence. The group should read each report as a whole (the 

leader would do well to stildy also the Lausanne discussions 

which led up to it), and should then consider the questions 

suggested. It should also ask its members whether the 

questions are really those which need to be asked; for it is 

certain that in different parts of Christendom the actual 

difficulties will be regarded from different angles; and we 

should wish our groups only to occupy themselves with 

what they really feel to be important. This discussion- 

material has indeed been framed for general use; but it is 

intended only to suggest, not to limit or dictate, the course 
which study should follow. 

Criticisms of the questions, suggestions of further topics, 

and reports of group-discussions will be welcomed by the 

Committee, and should be addressed to the Secretariat, 
P.O. Box 226, Boston, Mass., U.S.A. 

Publications about the World Conference on Faith and Order may be had without 

charge from the Secretariat, P.O. Box 226, Boston, Mass., U.S.A. Please send 

the names and addresses of any persons who might be interested in the movement. 
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QUESTIONS ON 

THE NATURE OF THE CHURCH. 

(Report III, pp. 5-7) 

In studying this Report it should be remembered that it 

presupposes Reports I and II: see p. 6, line 19, ‘we are con¬ 

vinced that it is the will of Christ that the one life of the 

one body should be manifest to the world. To commend 

the Gospel to doubting, sinful and bewildered men, a 
united witness is necessary.’ 

The Report (a) lays down affirmatively certain principles 

as to the origin, character, purpose and oneness of the 

Church, and then (b) records the existence of differences 

which need further examination. The following questions 

are suggested under these two heads. 

(a) 1. Did Jesus Christ found (or re-found) one 

visible Church to be the organ of His action in the 

world? 

2. If ‘there is and can be but one Church’, what are 

we to understand by the expression ‘ the Churches ’ ? 

3. Should we agree that the six characteristics enu¬ 

merated as the marks whereby the Church can be 

known of men are all essential? 

4. What is the relation of the Church to the Bible? 

(b) 1. What is to be understood by the expression 

‘ the invisible Church ’ ? 

2. What are the essentials of Church membership? ' 

3. Has the Church, or any part of it, the right to re¬ 
model the forms of its organisation? 

4. Is the evidence of the New Testament the sole 

standard by which Church order ought to be judged? 
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REPORT OF SECTION III. 

received by the full Conference, nem. con., 

Lausanne, August 19, 1927. 

THE NATURE OF THE CHURCH. 

God who has given us the Gospel for the salvation of the 

world has appointed His Church to witness by life and word 

to its redeeming power. The Church of the Living God is 

constituted by His own will, not by the will or consent or 

beliefs of men whether as individuals or as societies, though 

He uses the will of men as His instrument. Of this Church 

Jesus Christ is the Head, the Holy Spirit its continuing life. 

The Church as the communion of believers in Christ Jesus 

is, according to the New Testament, the people of the New 

Covenant; the Body of Christ; and the Temple of God, built 

upon the foundation of the Apostles and Prophets, Jesus 
Christ Himself being the chief comer stone. 

The Church is God’s chosen instrument by which Christ, 

through the Holy Spirit, reconciles men to God through 

faith, bringing their wills into subjection to His sovereignty, 

sanctifying them through the means of grace, and uniting 

them in love and service to be His witnesses and fellow- 

workers in the extension of His rule on earth until His 
Kingdom come in glory. 

As there is but one Christ, and one life in Him, and one 

Holy Spirit who guides into all truth, so there is and can 

be but one Church, holy, catholic, and apostolic. 

The Church on earth possesses certain characteristics 

whereby it can be known of men. These have been, since 

the days of the Apostles, at least the following: 

1. The possession and acknowledgment of the Word of 

God as given in Holy Scripture and interpreted by the 

Holy Spirit to the Church and to the individual. (a) 
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2. The profession of faith in God as He is incarnate 

and revealed in Christ. 

3. The acceptance of Christ’s commission to preach 

the Gospel to every creature. 

4. The observance of the Sacraments. 

5. A ministry for the pastoral office, the preaching of 

the Word, and the administration of the Sacraments. 

6. A fellowship in prayer, in worship, in all the means 

of grace, in the pursuit of holiness, and in the service 

of man. 

As to the extent and manner in which the Church thus 

described finds expression in the existing Churches, we 

differ. Our differences chiefly concern: 

1. The nature of the Church visible and the Church 

invisible, their relation to each other, and the number 

of those who are included in each. (b) 

2. The significance of our divisions past and pres¬ 

ent. (°) 

Whatever our views on these points, we are convinced that 

it is the will of Christ that the one life of the one body should 

be manifest to the world. To commend the Gospel to 

doubting, sinful and bewildered men, a united witness is 

necessary. We therefore urge most earnestly that all 

Christians in fulfilment of our Saviour’s prayer that His 

disciples may be one reconsecrate themselves to God, that 

by the help of His Spirit the body of Christ may be built 

up, its members united in faith and love, and existing ob¬ 

stacles to the manifestation of their unity in Christ may be 

removed; that the world may believe that the Father has 

sent Him. 

We join in the prayer that the time may be hastened when 

in the name of Jesus every knee shall bow and every tongue 

confess that Jesus Christ is Lord to the glory of God the 

Father. 
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NOTES. 

(a) Some hold that this interpretation is given through 

the tradition of the Church; others through the immediate 

witness of the Spirit to the heart and conscience of believers; 
others through both combined. 

(b) For instance 

1. Some hoid that the invisible Church is wholly in 

heaven; others include in it all true believers on earth, 

whether contained in any organisation or not. 

2. Some hold that the visible expression of the Church 

was determined by Christ Himself and is therefore un¬ 

changeable ; others that the one Church under the gu id- 

ance of the Holy Spirit may express itself in varying 
forms. 

3. Some hold that one or other of the existing 

Churches is the only true Church; others that the 

Church as we have described it is to be found in some 

or all of the existing communions- taken together. 

4. Some, while recognising other Christian bodies as 

Churches, are persuaded that in the providence of God 

and by the teaching of history a particular form of 

ministry has been shown to be necessary to the best 

welfare of the Church; others hold that no one form 

of organisation is inherently preferable; still others, 
that no organisation is necessary. 

(c) One view is that no division of Christendom has ever 

come to pass without sin. Another view is that the divi¬ 

sions were the inevitable outcome of different gifts of the 
Spirit and different understandings of the truth. Between 

these, there is the view of those who look back on the divi¬ 

sions of the past with penitence and sorrow coupled with 

a lively sense of God’s mercy, which in spite of and even 

through these divisions has advanced His cause in the world. 
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QUESTIONS ON 

THE MINISTRY OF THE CHURCH. 

(Report V, pp. 9-13) 

The Report makes five statements upon which the Lausanne 

Conference was in “substantial accord.” The truth and 

importance of these statements should be carefully ex¬ 

amined. 

The divisions of Christendom depend very largely upon 

differences of thought and practice with regard to the 

Ministry; actual projects and hopes of reunion therefore 

require further mutual understanding on this point. 

(1) The present non-existence of “a ministry acknowl¬ 

edged in every part of the Church as having the 

authority of the whole Church” is a patent fact. In 

what ways is this fact a persistent cause of Christian 

disunion? 

(2) “Catholic” tradition attaches great importance 

to the fact and idea of continuity in relation to the 

Ministry. What is the real meaning and importance 

of this? 

(3) Many Christians regard ordination as the corpo¬ 

rate recognition by the Church of the grace already 

given to those who are called to the Ministry. What 

is the ground of this view, and can it be reconciled with 

the belief that in ordination, in answer to prayer, the 

grace of the ministry is given? 

(4) How would you work out the suggestion that there 

are elements of episcopal, presbyterian and congrega¬ 

tional order, all of which ought to have their place in 

the life of a reunited Church? 

(5) What place is there for priesthood in the ministry 

of the Church? 
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REPORT OF SECTION V. 

received by the full Conference, nem. con., 

Lausanne, August 20, 1927. 

THE MINISTRY OF THE CHURCH. 

We members of the Conference on Faith and Order are 

happy to report that we find ourselves in substantial accord 

in the following five propositions: 

1. The ministry is a gift of God through Christ to His 

Church and Is essential to the being and well-being of the 

Church. 

2. The ministry is perpetually authorised and made ef¬ 

fective through Christ and His Spirit. 

3. The purpose of the ministry is to impart to men the 

saving and sanctifying benefits of Christ through pastoral 

service, the preaching of the Gospel, and the administration 

of the sacraments, to be made effective by faith. 

4. The ministry is entrusted with the government and 

discipline of the Church, in whole or in part. 

5. Men gifted for the work of the ministry, called by the 

Spirit and accepted by the Church are commissioned through 

an act of ordination by prayer and the laying on of hands 

to exercise the function of this ministry. 

Within the many Christian communions into which in the 

course of history Christendom has been divided, various 

forms of ministry have grown up according to the circum¬ 

stances of the several communions and their beliefs as to 

the mind of Christ and the guidance of the New Testament. 

These communions have been, in God’s providence, mani¬ 

festly and abundantly used by the Holy Spirit in His work 

of enlightening the world, converting sinners, and perfecting 

9 



saints. But the differences which have arisen in regard to 

the authority and functions of these various forms of minis¬ 

try have been and are the occasion of manifold doubts, 

questions and misunderstandings. 

These differences concern the nature of the ministry 

(whether consisting of one or several orders), the nature 

of ordination and of the grace conferred thereby, the func¬ 

tion and authority of Bishops, and the nature of Apostolic 

succession. We believe that the first step toward the over¬ 

coming of these difficulties is the frank recognition that they 

exist, and the clear definition of their nature. We therefore 

add as an appendix to our Report such a statement, com¬ 

mending it to the thoughtful consideration of the Churches 

we represent. 

By these differences the difficulties of inter-communion 

have been accentuated to the distress and wounding of 

faithful souls, while in the mission field, where the Church 

is fulfilling its primary object to preach the Gospel to every 

creature, the young Churches find the lack of unity a very 

serious obstacle to the furtherance of the Gospel. Con¬ 

sequently the provision of a ministry acknowledged in 

every part of the Church as possessing the sanction of the 

whole Church is an urgent need. 

There has not been time in this Conference to consider all 

the points of difference between us in the matter of the 

ministry with that care and patience which could alone lead 

to complete agreement. The same observation applies 

equally to proposals for the constitution of the united 

Church. Certain suggestions as to possible church organ¬ 

isation have been made, which we transmit to the Churches 

with the earnest hope that common study of these questions 

will be continued by the members of the various Churches 

represented in this Conference. 

In view of (1) the place Which the Episcopate, the Councils 

of Presbyters, and the Congregation of the faithful, re- 
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spectively, had in the constitution of the early Church, and 

(2) the fact that episcopal, presbyteral and congregational 

systems of government are each today, and have been for 

centuries, accepted by great communions in Christendom, 

and (3) the fact that episcopal, presbyteral and congrega¬ 

tional systems are each believed by many to be essential 

to the good order of the Church, we therefore recognise that 

these several elements must all, under conditions which 

require further study, have an appropriate place in the 

order of life of a reunited Church, and that each separate 

communion, recalling the abundant blessing of God vouch¬ 

safed to its ministry in the past, should gladly bring to the 

common life of the united Church its own spiritual treasures. 

If the foregoing suggestion be accepted and acted upon, it 

is essential that the acceptance of any special form of ordi¬ 

nation as the regular and orderly method of introduction into 

the ministry of the Church for the future should not be 

interpreted to imply the acceptance of any one particular 

theory of the origin, character or function of any office in 

the Church, or to involve the acceptance of any adverse 

judgment on the validity of ordination in those branches 

of the Church universal that believe themselves to have 

retained valid and apostolic orders under other forms of 

ordination; or as disowning or discrediting a past or present 

ministry of the Word and Sacrament which has been used 

and blessed by the Spirit of God. 

It is further recognised that inasmuch as the Holy Spirit is 

bestowed upon every believer, and each believer has an 

immediate access to God through Jesus Christ, and since 

special gifts of the Holy Spirit, such as teaching, preaching, 

and spiritual counsel, are the treasures of the Church as 

well as of the individual, it is necessary and proper that the 

Church should make fuller use of such gifts for the develop¬ 

ment of its corporate spiritual life and for the extension of 

the Kingdom of Jesus Christ, our Lord. 

In particular, we share in the conviction, repeatedly ex¬ 

pressed in this Conference, that pending the solution of the 
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questions of faith and order in which agreements have not 

yet been reached, it is possible for us, not simply as individ¬ 

uals but as-Churches, to unite in the activities of brotherly 

service which Christ has committed to His disciples. We 

therefore commend to our Churches the consideration of 

the steps which may be immediately practicable to bring 

our existing unity in service to more effective expression. 

In conclusion, we express our thankfulness to Almighty 

God for the great progress which has been made in recent 

years in the mutual approach of the Churches to one an¬ 

other, and our conviction that we must go forward with 

faith and courage, confident that with the blessing of God 

we shall be able to solve the problems that lie before us. 

NOTES. 

1. The following is the.view of the Orthodox Church, as 

formulated for us by its representatives. 

“The Orthodox Church, regarding the ministry as 

instituted in the Church by Christ Himself, and as the 

body which by a special charisma is the organ through 

which the Church spreads its means of grace such as 

the sacraments, and believing that the ministry in its 

threefold form of Bishops, Presbyters and Deacons 

can only be based on the unbroken apostolic succession, 

regrets that it is unable to come in regard to the minis¬ 

try into some measure of agreement with many of the 

Churches represented at this Conference; but prays 

God that He, through His Holy Spirit, will guide to 

union even in regard to this difficult point of disagree¬ 

ment.” 

2. In Western Christendom also there are conspicuous 

differences. 

One representative view includes the following points: 

(a) that there have always been various grades of the 
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ministry, each with its own function; (b) that ordina¬ 

tion is a sacramental act of divine institution, and 

therefore indispensable, conveying the special charisma 
for the particular ministry; (c) that Bishops who have 

received their office by succession from the Apostles 

are the necessary ministers of ordination; (d) that the 

apostolic succession so understood is necessary for 

the authority of the ministry, the visible unity of 

the Church, and the validity of the sacraments. 

On the other hand it is held by many Churches repre¬ 

sented in the Conference (a) that essentially there is 

only one ministry, that of the Word and Sacraments; 

(b) that the existing ministries in these Churches are 

agreeable to the New Testament, are proved by their 

fruits and have due authority in the Church, and the 

sacraments ministered by them are valid; (c) that no 

particular form of ministry is necessary to be received 

as a matter of faith; (d) that the grace which fits men 

for the ministry is immediately given by God, and is 

recognised, not conferred, in ordination. 

Further we record that there are views concerning the 

ministry which are intermediate between the types 

just mentioned. For instance, some who adhere to an 

episcopal system of church government do not consider 

that the apostolic succession as described above is a 

vital element of episcopacy, or they reject it altogether. 

Others do not regard as essential the historic Episco¬ 

pate. Those who adhere to presbyteral systems of 

church government believe that the apostolic ministry 

is transmissible and has been transmitted through 

Presbyters orderly associated for the purpose. Those 

who adhere to the congregational system of govern¬ 

ment define their ministry as having been and being 

transmitted according to the precedent and example 
of the New Testament. 
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QUESTIONS ON 

THE SACRAMENTS. 

(Report VI, pp. 15-16) 

A full consideration of this subject would travel far beyond 

the limits of the Lausanne discussions, which were confined 

almost entirely to the Sacraments of Baptism and Holy 

Communion. The questions suggested below are similarly 

limited, except that in view of its urgent practical import¬ 

ance, a question dealing with Confirmation is included. 

(1) Is it true, and if so, in what sense, that ‘the 

Sacraments are of divine appointment’? 

(2) On what grounds do some Christians regard the 

Sacraments as purely symbolic, while others regard 

them as effective signs? Is it possible to reconcile 

these two ways of thinking? 

(3) Could a reunited Church bring together and in¬ 

clude those who adhere exclusively to the baptism of 

believers and those for whom infant baptism is normal? 

(4) In what sense is the benefit of Holy Communion 

dependent on the faith of the recipient? 

(5) What place if any should Confirmation have in a 

reunited Church? 
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REPORT OF SECTION VI. 

received by the full Conference, nem. con., Lausanne, 

August 20, 1927. 

THE SACRAMENTS. 

\ 

We are convinced that for the purpose in view in this 

Conference we should not go into detail in considering 

Sacraments — by some called “ Mysteries.” The purpose 

therefore of this statement is to shovr that there may be a 

common approach to and appreciation, of Sacraments on 

the part of those who may otherwise differ in conception 
and interpretation. 

We testify to the fact that the Christian world gives evidence 

of an increasing sense of the significance and value of Sacra¬ 

ments, and would express our belief that this movement 

should be fostered and. guided as a means of deepening the 

life and experience of the Churches. In this connection we 

recognise that the Sacraments have special reference to the 

corporate life and fellowship of the Church and that the 

grace is conveyed by the Holy Spirit, taking of the things of 

Christ and applying them to the soul through Faith. 

We agree that Sacraments are of divine appointment and 

that the Church ought thankfully to observe them as divine 
gifts. 

We hold that in the Sacraments there is an outward sign 

and an inward grace, and that the Sacraments are means 

of grace through which God works invisibly in us. We 

recognise also that in the gifts of His grace God is not 

limited by His own Sacraments. 

The Orthodox Church and others hold that there are seven 

Sacraments and that for their valid administration there 

must be a proper form, a proper matter and a proper minis¬ 

try. Others can regard only Baptism and the Lord’s 
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Supper as Sacraments. Others again, while attaching high 

value to the sacramental principle, do not make use of the 

outward signs of Sacraments, but hold that all spiritual 

benefits are given through immediate contact with God 

through His Spirit. In this Conference we lay stress on the 

two Sacraments of Baptism and the Lord’s Supper, because 

they are the Sacraments which are generally acknowledged 
by the members of this Conference. 

We believe that in Baptism administered with water in the 

name of the Father, the Son and the Holy Spirit, for the 

remission of sins, we are baptised by one Spirit into one 

body. By this statement it is not meant to ignore the dif¬ 

ferences in conception, interpretation and mode which exist 
among us. 

We believe that in the Holy Communion our Lord is present, 

that we have fellowship with God our Father in Jesus Christ 

His Son, our Living Lord, who is our one Bread, given for 

the life of the world, sustaining the life of all His people, 

and that we are in fellowship with all others who are united 

to Him. We agree that the Sacrament of the Lord’s Supper 

is the Church’s most sacred act of worship in which the 

Lord’s atoning death is commemorated and proclaimed, and 

that it is a sacrifice of praise and thanksgiving and an act 
of solemn self-oblation. 

There are among us divergent views,- especially as to (1) the 

mode and manner of the presence of our Lord; (2) the con¬ 

ception of the commemoration and the sacrifice; (3) the 

relation of the elements to the grace conveyed; and (4) the 

relation between the minister of this Sacrament and 

the validity and efficacy of the rite. We are aware that 

the reality of the divine presence and gift in this Sacrament 

cannot be adequately apprehended by human thought or 
expressed in human language. 

We close this statement with the prayer that the differences 

which prevent full communion at the present time may be 
removed. 
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FOREWORD. 

The Faith and Order Movement is a concerted attempt to pro¬ 
mote the cause of Christian unity by means of conference. It 
starts from two convictions, (1) that the desire for unity needs 
to be quickened by the recognition and reaffirmation of those 
beliefs which Christians already possess in common; (2) that the 
paths to unity cannot be found unless members of the severed 
Christian communions come together in order to understand 
each other, and to examine anew those differences of principle 
and practice which now divide them. It has therefore invited 
the Christian world to consider the things in which we agree and 
those in which we differ. 

At Lausanne in 1927 we set out upon this path of mutual under¬ 
standing, and made some advance along it. The next step must 
be taken, not by five hundred people in a conference, but by the 
rank and file of the Churches. It is time that they began to 
consider, with the desire to understand. Experience proves that 
real reunion does not come within the horizon of possibility until 
the rank and file desire it, knowing why. 

The Lausanne Conference confronted seven great subjects, and 
issued seven Reports which embody the main agreements and 
disagreements of its members upon them. Six of these were 
received by the Conference as a whole. The seventh was referred 
to the Continuation Committee for further consideration, with 
the understanding that the Committee “would take such action 
as it considered advisable in view of the knowledge it had of the 
situation.” Acting under these instructions the Continuation 
Committee through a subcommittee prepared a revised draft of 
Report VII which they submitted to the Churches with the other 
six reports “for such consideration as they might desire to give 
it.” 

Report VII differs from the other six reports in that it focuses 
attention upon the issues that are immediately before the 
Churches, and considers these with reference to their bearing 
upon possible action. But like the other reports, it considers 
them solely “as matters of study and discussion” with a view 
to bringing into light the true nature of the difficulties which lie 
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in the way, and hence making possible more intelligent action, 
when and if the time for action shall come. 

As an illustration of the kind of questions that need fuller con¬ 
sideration, and as a help to those groups who may desire to carry 
discussion further, a few examples of questions needing discussion 
are prefixed to the text of the Report. Other questions will no 
doubt seem to others equally or more important. 

Criticisms of the questions, suggestions of further topics, and 
reports of group-discussions will be welcomed by the Committee, 
and should be addressed to the Secretariat, P. O. Box 226, Boston, 
Mass., U.S.A. 
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QUESTIONS ON 

THE UNITY OF CHRISTENDOM 

AND THE RELATION THERETO 

OF EXISTING CHURCHES 

(Report VII, pp. 7-12) 

1. What is the nature of the corporate unity at which we should 

aim? In particular, what is the relation of organic to federal 

unity? What different forms may federal unity take? How far 

and in what ways may any of these forms be (a) a substitute for 

organic unity, (b) a step toward organic unity, (c) a form of or¬ 

ganic unity, (d) a supplement to partial organic unity? 

2. How far is it possible to include within the one Church types 

of religious faith and worship as diverse as are represented by the 

Friends and the Anglo-Catholics? What more can be done than 

is now being done to interpret to one another the position of those 

who take a high sacramental view of religion and those who re¬ 

gard such a view as erroneous and vice versa? What help towards 

such better understanding could be given by a more intensive 

study of worship as distinct from faith and order? 

3. Where apparently irreconcilable differences exist, what 

method of procedure offers the best hope of progress? How far 

and in what ways is it possible to supplement discussion by ex¬ 

periment? If the method of experiment is impracticable, is any 

alternative possible? 

4. Pending complete organic union, how far and in what way 

is it possible to express the existing degree of spiritual unity 

among Christians in corporate acts of worship, witness and work? 

What are the reasons for or against 

(a) in worship — a joint celebration of the Holy Communion 

on special occasions and under certain safeguards, or, a 

simultaneous celebration in different groups or places? 

(b) in witness — joint evangelistic services on the basis of 

the Lausanne Report on the Message of the Church? 

(c) in work — practical cooperation in social and moral 

questions along the lines of the various Commissions of the 

Stockholm Conference on Life and Work? 

5. Is the suggestion made by the Ecumenical Patriarch “that a 

League or Council of the Churches should be formed for practical 

purposes,” practicable or not? If so, under what conditions? 
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FOREWORD TO THE 

REPORT ON SUBJECT VII. 

The report of Section VII, on the Unity of Christendom and the 

relation thereto of existing Churches, was presented to the Con¬ 

ference on August 18, 1927, by the Chairman of the section, 

the Archbishop of Upsala, and after discussion, in which various 

amendments were proposed, “was referred to the Drafting Com¬ 

mittee for the consideration of the proposed amendments.” 

The text of the first draft, together with an abstract of the dis¬ 

cussion, is found in the official Proceedings of the Conference 

("Faith and Order”), pages 396-403. 

In the absence of the Archbishop of Upsala, a revision of the 

Report was presented to the full Conference on Saturday, Au¬ 

gust 20, by the Archbishop of Armagh, the Vice-Chairman of the 

Section. After debate, in which it appeared that the revision 

would not receive the unanimous approval of the Conference, 

the President suggested as a proposal likely to meet all difficulties 

“that the Report should be received by the Conference in the 

same way as the other reports, but on the understanding that it 

should be referred to the Continuation Committee for further 

consideration,” it being further explained “that the Continuation 

Committee would take such action as.it considered advisable in 

view of the knowledge it had of the situation.” This proposal 

was adopted by the Conference. The text of the revised report, 

together with a brief abstract of the discussion which followed, 

is found in the Proceedings of the Conference, pages 435-439. 

At a meeting of the Continuation Committee held on August 20, 

1927, the following action was taken: 

With reference to the report on Subject VII which had been re¬ 

ceived by the World Conference on Faith and Order for trans¬ 

mission to the Continuation Committee, it was agreed that a 

committee be appointed with the duty of considering the whole 

situation with regard to Subject VII and reporting back to the 

Business Committee. The following were named: 

Rt. Rev. the Bishop of Gloucester, Convener 

Rev. William Adams Brown, D.D. 

Rt. Rev. James DeWolf Perry, D.D. 

Gen.-Sup. D.Dr. Otto Dibelius 

Rev. Timothy Tingfang Lew, Ph.D. 

At the suggestion of the President of the Conference, the Arch¬ 

bishop of Upsala was afterwards added to the Committee. 
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Acting under the instructions thus given, the Committee prepared 

a revised draft of Report VII in which, without introducing any 

new matter of their own, they endeavored to meet the criticisms 

which had been made of the Report in its earlier forms by re¬ 

arrangement of material, by more exact reference to previous 

actions of the Conference itself, and by following more consist¬ 

ently the precedent set in earlier reports of stating alternative 

positions where there was difference of view. 

In the course of its deliberations the Committee received valuable 

suggestions from many members of the Conference, especially 

from the Archbishop of Armagh, Professor Merle d’Aubigne, 

and Archbishop Germanos. The latter contributed valuable 

notes on the attitude of the Orthodox Church to certain points 

raised in the Report. 

The Report, thus amended and revised, was presented to the 

Business Committee on December 21, 1927, and after full con¬ 

sideration and the adoption of certain minor amendments is by 

them submitted to the churches for such consideration as they 

may desire to give it. 
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REPORT ON SUBJECT VII 

THE UNITY OF CHRISTENDOM 

AND THE RELATION THERETO OF EXISTING 

CHURCHES 

Reports II to VI register the degree of unity in the conception 
of the Church to which the Conference has thus far attained. 
It remains in this closing report to consider the consequences 
which follow for the existing churches. 

I 

Report II declares that ‘‘the message of the Church to the world 
is and must always remain the Gospel of Jesus Christ . . . the 
joyful message of redemption, both here and hereafter, the gift 
of God to sinful man in Jesus Christ.” 

Report III declares that “God who has given us the Gospel for 
the salvation of the world has appointed His Church to witness 
by life and word to its redeeming power ... As there is but one 
Christ, and one life in Him, and one Holy Spirit who guides into 
all truth, so there is and can be but one Church, holy, catholic, 
and apostolic.” 

Report IV declares that “notwithstanding the differences in 
doctrine among us, we are united in a common Christian Faith 
which is proclaimed in the Holy Scriptures and is witnessed to 
and safeguarded in the Ecumenical Creed, commonly called the 
Nicene, and in the Apostles’ Creed, which Faith is continually 
confirmed in the spiritual experience of the Church of Christ.” 

Report V declares that "the ministry is a gift of God through 
Christ to His Church and is essential to the being and well-being 
of the Church . . . The purpose of the ministry is to impart to 
men the saving and sanctifying benefits of Christ through pastoral 
service, the preaching of the Gospel, and the administration of 
the sacraments, to be made effective by faith.” 

Report VI declares that “Sacraments are of divine appointment 
and that the Church ought thankfully to observe them as divine 
gifts;” that they “have special reference to the corporate life and 
fellowship of the Church and that the grace is conveyed by the 
Holy Spirit, taking of the things of Christ and applying them to 
the soul through faith.” 
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II 

The unity of the Church implies a unity in Faith and Order, but 

it does not mean uniformity. There must be space for divers 

types of expression, provided that those things which safeguard 

the unity in essentials are maintained. The various communions 

should bring into the common life of the Church those elements 

which express their characteristic gifts, so that nothing of the rich 

variety which marks Christian experience will be lost, and the 

liberty of interpretation within the limits of the accepted faith 

will be preserved. 

Further there are differences as to the ultimate form which it is 

God’s will His Church should take. Some hold that this form 

“was determined by Christ Himself and is therefore unchange¬ 

able ; others that the one Church under the guidance of the Holy 

Spirit may express itself in varying forms” (Report III), and 

therefore make place in their view of the Church of the future for 

diversity of doctrine, worship and order. Still others admit 

diversity of worship and order, but not of doctrine. 

This difference of idea! affects the view taken of the steps through 

which the ideal is to be reached, some interpreting the limit of 

legitimate variation in doctrinal statement and in the adminis¬ 

tration of church ordinances more strictly than others; but there 

is widespread agreement that there must be some unity of faith 

and practice and some liberty of interpretation as to the nature 

of sacramental grace and of ministerial order and authority. 

(See the appended “Note to Section II.”) 

Ill 
As the individual disciple is known by his fruits, so the unity of 

the disciples is shown by their fellowship in the service of the 

Master. Report V declares that, “pending the solution of the 

questions of faith and order in which agreements have not yet 

been reached, it is possible for us, not simply as individuals but 

as Churches, to unite in the activities of brotherly service which 

Christ has committed to His disciples;” but there is difference 

as to the exact form this codperation should take. 

In his Encyclical Letter of 1920, the Ecumenical Patriarch pro¬ 

posed “that a league or council of the churches should be formed 

for practical purposes. ” 11 has been suggested that such a council 

might be evolved from already existing organizations, such as the 

Continuation Committee on Life and Work, consisting of repre¬ 

sentatives officially appointed by almost all the Christian 
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communions, and other organizations of similar nature. Some 

of us believe that such a council if formed should include, as its 

two branches, questions of life and work and of faith and order. 

Others believe that, for the present, it would be wiser for the 

movements represented by Stockholm and Lausanne to develop 

in independence, each following its own way; but there is general 

agreement that ultimately life, work, faith and order are expres¬ 

sions of an existing spiritual unity, and that each requires the 

other for its complete fruition. “We therefore commend to our 

Churches the consideration of the steps which may be immedi¬ 

ately practicable to bring our existing unity in service to more 

effective expression” (Report V). 

IV 

As material for such consideration, the following suggestions 

which it was impossible adequately to discuss at Lausanne are 

passed on to the churches: 

1. In preparation for closer fellowship, each communion 

should seek more intimate knowledge of the faith and life, 

worship and order of the others. Differences which are the 

outgrowth of complicated historical developments, may 

preserve some aspect of truth or of life which is of value 

to the church as a whole, or they may sometimes prove to be 

less important than they are supposed to be. As the differ¬ 

ent communions come to know one another better, they will 

grow in understanding and in appreciation of one another. 

2. It has not been possible for the Conference to consider 

with the care which it deserves the relation of the existing 

churches to one another or the place which each or any of 

them may hold in the undivided church. We commend to 

the churches the suggestions which have been made on this 

subject in the addresses delivered at the Conference. In the 

meantime, we welcome the movement already under way 

forthe union of bodies of similar doctrine,polity and worship, 

and trust that it may continue with ever greater success. 

3. Pending the complete, organic union of the different 

churches, we note with satisfaction a number of movements 

for practical cooperation along social, evangelistic and other 

lines. Experience shows that it has been possible for widely 

separate bodies to cooperate in such movements with mutual 

profit and without surrender of principle. (See the appended 

“Notes to Section IV,” Note A.) There is abundant evi- 
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dence that when communions undertake together the divine 

task of bringing the love of Christ to those who do not know 

Him, they become closer to one another. Especially we 

commend to the churches the consideration of what steps 

can be taken to eliminate needless overlapping and com¬ 

petition in the local community; that in ways consistent 

with the genius of the several communions, our existing unity 

in Christ may be manifest to the world. (See the appended 

"Notes to Section IV,’’ Note B.) 

V 
We note with gratitude to God the recent increase of effective 

cooperation in the mission field. The purpose of all missionary 

work is to carry the eternal Gospel to the ends of the earth, so 

that it may meet the spiritual needs of every nation and bring 

all men to the Saviour. Here more than anywhere else unity 

is essential. We note with sympathy the degree of union which 

has already been attained in many countries and the plans which 

are proposed for further union. We commend these plans to the 

churches for their careful consideration. 

The demand which comes from the churches of the Mission field 

is that the Churches at home should grant them greater freedom 

of action, and that their hopes of unity should not be frustrated 

by the long-continued acquiescence in disunion at home which 

makes it difficult to recognize how fatal disunion is to the new 
indigenous churches. 

VI 
Complete fellowship in the Church will be realized only when the 

way is opened for all God's children to join in communion at the 

Lord’s table. Through prayer and thoughtful deliberation the 

steps must be found which will most effectively lead to this goal. 

Ambiguous statements and hasty measures may hinder rather 

than hasten the work of unification. Yet if we are ever to become 

one, we must not shrink from the task. Some of us believe that 

full communion can be reached only at the end of the process of 

unification; others that it may be used by God as the means to 

that end. Whatever the way to the goal, complete unity will 

require that the Churches be so transformed that there may be 

full recognition of one another by members of all communions. 

Nothing will do more to hasten the union for which we all long 

than that in our daily prayer, both as individuals and as churches, 

we should remember one another. It has been suggested that 
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a common prayer be sent out in the name of the Conference to be 

used at a convenient time by all Christian Churches. Especially 

would we bear on our hearts before God our brethren who are 

passing through suffering, praying that grace may be given to 

them to stand firm under their afflictions, and that to them and 

to us alike, God will grant the spirit of sacrifice as we remember 

the word of the Lord Jesus: “If any man will come after Me, 

let him deny himself and take up his cross daily and follow Me.’’ 

God give us, both as individuals and. as churches, wisdom and 

courage to do His will. 

NOTE TO SECTION II 

It must be noted that representatives of the Orthodox Church 

would guard their acceptance of any diversity in matters of Faith 

and Order (Section II) by the following limitations. 

(a) The types of expression so far as these types have been 

established by Ecumenical Synods must be maintained. 

(b) Liberty of interpretation comes within the sphere of the 

Church as a whole and not of different sections or individuals. 

(c) They cannot agree that “there must be some liberty of 

interpretation as to the nature of sacramental grace, and of 

ministerial order and authority.” 

(d) They admit differences in worship so long as they do not 

diverge from the common doctrinal basis, on which is based 

the Holy Worship as handed down from the times of the 

Apostles. 

NOTES TO SECTION IV, PAR. 3 

A. There are some who believe that cooperation should take the 

form of federation, either local, national, or international: others 

oppose federation, fearing that it may become a substitute for 

complete organic union. In the interest of clarity of thought it is 

important to remember that the word “federation” is used in 

at least three different senses. It may denote either 

1. A substitute for organic union. 

2. A step on the road to organic union. 

3. A form of organic union. 

In discussing federation it is important to make clear in which 

of these different senses the word is used. 
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B. It is suggested that in the case of communions of similar doc¬ 

trine and polity, the desired expression of unity may often be 

secured by the method of denominational comity. In the case 

of those communions which are separated by fundamental 

differences of view, the problem is more difficult and will require 

special consideration. 

Publications about the World Conference on Faith and Order may be had without 

charge from the Secretariat. Please send the names and addresses of any persons 

who might be interested in the movement. 

Pamphlet No. 61 contains questions upon Reports III, V and VI of the Lausanne 

Conference — on the Nature of the Church, the Church''s Ministry, and the 

Sacraments. 
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WORLD CONFERENCE ON 
FAITH AND ORDER 

AUGUST 27, 1929. 

The Continuation Committee met at 9.20 p.m. in the Maloja 

Palace, Engadine, Switzerland, with the Rev. Alfred E. Garvie, 

D.D., Vice Chairman, in the chair. The following were recorded 

as present during these sessions: 

Members 

Prof. H. S. Alivisatos, D.th. 

Rev. Prof. Nicholas Arseniew 

Rev. M. E. Aubrey, M.A. 

George F. Barbour, D.Phil. 

Very Rev. H. N. Bate, M.A. 

Rt. Rev. the Bishop of Bombay 

Rev. Fr. Sergius Boulgakoff 

Ralph W. Brown 

Rev. William Adams Brown, D.D. 

Rev. S. Parkes Cadman, D.D. 

Rev. Bishop James Cannon, Jr., D.D. 

Prof. Eugene Choisy, D.D. 

Prof. D. Dr. Adolf Deissm'ann 

Most Rev. the Archbishop of Dublin 

Dr. Alfred C. Garrett 

Rev. Alfred E. Garvie, D.D. 

Most Rev. Metropolitan Germanos 

Rt. Rev. the Bishop of Gloucester 

Rev. Bishop W. H. Heard, D.D. 

Prof. F. Keiler, B.Dr. Phil. 

Prof. D. Dr. Heinrich Hermelink 

Rt. Rev. Irenaus, Bishop of Novi Sad 

Bishop Dr. Georg Janoska 

Pastor Jules Jez6quel 

Prof. Eliza H. Kendrick 

Landesbischof D. August Kortheuer 

Rt. Rev. Adolf Kiiry, D.D. 

Prof. D. August Lang 

Prof. Dr. Geza Lencz 
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Sir Henry Lunn, M.D. 

Dr. John MacCracken 

Pastor Charles Merle d’Aubigne, D.D. 

Rev. Alfred E. Monahan, M.A. 

Prof. Wilfred Monod, D.D. 

Rev. T. Albert Moore, D.D. 

Rev. Bishop John L. Nuelsen, D.D. 

Rt. Rev. Harald Ostenfeld, D.D. 

Rev. William Paton 

K. T. Paul, B.A. 

Dr. J. A. Rust 

Hon. Lord Sands, LL.D. 

Pfarrer Lie. Hermann Sasse 

Prof. D. Friedrich Siegmund-Schultze 

Rev. J. Sinclair Stevenson, M.A. 

Rev. Canon Tissington Tatlow, D.D. 

Rev. Floyd W. Tomkins, Jr. 

Rev. F. Luke Wiseman, D.D. 

Prof. D. Dr. Georg Wobbermin 

Prof. Dr. Stefan Zankow 

Alternates and substitutes 

Rev. Arthur Judson Brown, D.D. 

Very Rev. H. E. W. Fosbroke, D.D. 

Raymond H. Fiero 

Rev. Frank Gavin, Th.D. 

Rev. Paul Sandegren 

Rev. R. W. Stewart 

Very Rev. Henry B. Washburn, D.D. 

Dr. Erich Wehrenfennig 

C. L. Wiseman, M.A. 

Dr. Garvie announced that a service in memory of Bishop Brent 

would be held the next morning, to be followed by the election 

of his successor as Chairman of the Continuation Committee of 

the Lausanne Conference. 

A tentative programme prepared by the Committee of Reference 

at the request of the Business Committee was adopted, and the 

Committee of Reference was asked to serve as an executive com¬ 

mittee during these sessions. 

In response to questions from the floor, the Chairman stated that 

only such deliverances as might proceed from the Committee as 

a whole would be communicated to the press during these sessions. 

Adjourned 10 p.m. 
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MINUTES OF THE CONTINUATION 
COMMITTEE 

AUGUST 28, 1929. 

After a service at 9.30 A.M. in the English Church in memory of 

Bishop Brent, the members reassembled at 11.15 A.M. Bishop 

Heard led in prayer. 

Report was made of the death of the following members of the 

Lausanne Conference, to whose memory tributes of affection 

were paid: 

Rev. David Fyffe, D.C.L. 

Rev. Robert A. Hume, D.D. 

Prof. Arthur S. Peake, D.D. 

Rev. J. E. Roberts, D.D. 

Messages of sympathy were ordered sent to Miss Helen C. C. 

Brent and to the family of Professor Peake. The General Secre¬ 

tary was charged to send responses to greetings from absent 

members. 

The records of the Continuation Committee at Prague, Septem¬ 

ber 6-8. 1928, were distributed and approved. 

By unanimous action, the Most Rev. the Archbishop of York 

was elected as Chairman of the Continuation Committee of the 

Lausanne Conference. 

The Rev. J. Ross Stevenson, D.D., was unanimously elected as 

an Associate Vice Chairman of the Continuation Committee. 

The Rev. Alfred E. Garvie, D.D., was called by acclamation to 

continue as Vice Chairman of the Continuation Committee, with 

warm thanks for his invaluable services in that capacity, begin¬ 

ning with the sessions at Berne in 1926. 

The following provisions for the procedure of this meeting were 

adopted: 

If any member desires to submit for consideration any 

subject not included in the printed programme, due 

notice of that intention shall be given to the Secretary 

on the first day of meeting. 
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If in the course of discussion a subject should emerge 

which it seems desirable to discuss further, due notice 

shall be given to the Secretary, and at the beginning of 

the next session the Chairman shall submit for decision 

the question whether that subject shall be at once con¬ 

sidered. 

Voted: that there be a time limit for all addresses during 

these sessions. The Chairman announced that a time 

limit of five minutes would be imposed at the discre¬ 

tion of the Chairman. 

On behalf of the Business Committee, Bishop Cannon presented 

the following report which, with all its provisions and recommen¬ 

dations, was adopted: 

At its meeting in Prague on September 6, 1928, the Con¬ 

tinuation Committee voted that the powers accorded at 

Lausanne to the Business Committee be extended until 

the next meeting — this present meeting — of the Con¬ 

tinuation Committee, namely, the powers and functions 

of the Continuation Committee itself. 

Since the Prague meeting, the Business Committee has 

met twice in New York City on October 19, 1928, and 

February 21, 1929. The records of those meetings have 

been sent from Boston to all the persons present here. 

The Rev. J. Ross Stevenson, D.D., served as chairman 

pro tempore in the absence of Bishop Brent. Mr. George 

Zabriskie, Treasurer, submits a separate report. 

The Business Committee has supervised the work of the 

Secretariat in Boston, in particular the continued circu¬ 

lation of the Reports of the Lausanne Conference. It 

has fostered local conferences under independent auspices 

without (in the nature of the case) attempting to super¬ 

intend the making of their programs or controlling their 

decisions. It has received and circulated communica¬ 

tions from many of the Churches in view of the Lausanne 

Reports, and has taken many steps to secure attention to 

them. It has collaborated with the Committee of Refer¬ 

ence in connection with the preparation of study material 

based on the Lausanne Reports and in the drafting of the 

tentative agenda for this present meeting. To all who 

have taken part in these affairs, the Business Committee 

expresses thanks. 
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Since the death of Bishop Brent there has been no meet¬ 

ing of the Business Committee as a whole. Many of the 

members were present at a memorial service in New 

York on April 28. Very many tributes have been re¬ 

ceived from many countries. The Business Committee 

has to report also the death of the Rev. J. E. Roberts, 

D.D., who had been a member of the Continuation Com¬ 

mittee since 1920, of Rev. David Fyffe, D.C.L., Modera¬ 

tor of the Presbyterian Church of England, a member of 

its Commission on the World Conference, who attended 

the Lausanne Conference and took deep interest in its 

proceedings, and of the Rev. Alva E. Kerr, D.D., long 

active in the movement. 

Since the Prague meeting, the following have been listed 

as new members of the Continuation Committee: 

Rev. Frederick Lynch, D.D., alternate for Rev. Henry 

Atkinson, D.D., National Council of Congregational 

Churches in the U.S.A. 

Rev. M. E. Aubrey, M.A., Baptist Union of Great 

Britain and Ireland. 

Prof. W. J. Aalders, Dr. theol., Reformed Church of the 

Netherlands. 

Dr. J. A. Rust, Evangelical Lutheran Church of the 

Netherlands. 

Rev. John C. Blair, M.A., United Church of Northern 

India, corresponding member. 

Rev. Ernest Trice Thompson, D.D., alternate for Rev. 

Samuel H. Chester, D.D., Presbyterian Church in the 

United States. 

Is it the pleasure of the Continuation Committee to 

confirm these new elections? 

With the approval of the Committee on Personnel, the 

Rev. j. R. Fiddian, M.Sc., Kerang, Victoria, Australia, 

is proposed for election as a corresponding member of 

the Continuation Committee to represent the Presby¬ 

terian Church of Australia. 

In several instances arrangements have been made, of 

which the General Secretary has memoranda, for the 

presence at this meeting of substitutes in the stead of 

absent members. Will the Continuation Committee 

seat these substitutes? 
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Though formed anew at Lausanne in 1927, the Business 

Committee has since 1920 exercised all powers of the 

Continuation Committee between the sessions of the 

larger body. Is it your wish to continue that arrange¬ 

ment until the next meeting? 

J. ROSS STEVENSON 
Chairman pro tempore 

RALPH W. BROWN 
General Secretary 
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On behalf of Mr. George Zabriskie, Treasurer, the following re¬ 

port was presented by the Rev. Floyd W. Tomkins, Jr., and was 

adopted with expressions of gratitude for the services of Mr. Zab¬ 

riskie, continuing since 1910. 

To the World Conference Continuation Committee: 

The Treasurer reports that from the date of his last re¬ 

port to this Committee, July 31, 1928, to July 31, 1929, 

his receipts have been $38,945.09; of which $27,901.23 

was the balance carried over from the last report, and 

$10,243.86 was current receipts during the year. Of 

these receipts $6,620.78 came from Commissions and 

Churches, and $217.54 from Individuals and Parishes. 

Of the contributions from Commissions and Churches 

$472.84 came from six Churches in Europe; $550. from 

one Church in Canada; $48.30 from one Church in New 

Zealand; and the remaining $5,550. from five Churches 

in the United States. 

Disbursements were $22,719.75, and exceeded the cur¬ 

rent receipts of $10,243.86 by $12,475.89. At the same 

rate the present balance of $16,225.34 would last, with 

the same current receipts, $10,243.86, a little more than 

one year, with no balance to carry over. 

The Treasurer therefore takes the liberty to suggest to 

the Continuation Committee whether they should make 

representations to the Churches who took part in the 

Conference at Lausanne with respect to carrying on the 

continuation work in which this Committee are engaged; 

and the necessity of raising funds with which to meet the 

expenses. If funds are not provided the work will stop, 

and the organization will be disbanded, and no further 

Conference will be held. Contributions from individuals 

are not to be expected unless the Churches show con¬ 

tinuing interest by assuming some responsibility for the 

maintenance and support of the Movement. 

At each meeting of the Business Section of this Com¬ 

mittee the Treasurer has submitted accounts of his 

receipts and disbursements; and these several accounts 

have been approved. 

The thanks of the Committee are due again to the United 

States Trust Company of New York for their continued 

and efficient services as assistant to the Treasurer. 

The Treasurer submits an account of his receipts and 

disbursements during the period covered by this report. 

GEORGE ZABRISKIE 

July 31, 1929. Treasurer 



TREASURER’S ACCOUNT. 

July 31, 1928 to July 31, 1929. 

July 31, 1928. Cash balance. 
Advanced by the Treasurer to be accounted for. . 

Receipts: 

Official appropriations from Commissions and 
Churches. $6,620.78 

Parishes and individuals. 217.54 
Received from sales of pamphlets, etc. 156.11 
Payments refunded: 

P. E. Church reimbursement for expenses of 
P. E. Church delegates to Lausanne in 1927 . .. 1,900.00 

Miscellaneous refunds. 200.11 
Student Christian Movement, England, on account 

of English edition of Lausanne Reports. 639.26 
Bank interest.  510.06 

Total 

Disbursements: 

Secretary’s office: 
Salaries, travelling expenses of staff. $7,083.91 
Deposit for secretary’s expenses at Maloja. .. 1,000.00 
Office assistants. 2,733.00 
Office rent, equipment, supplies. 2,441.45 

Postage, telegrams, cables. 601.01 
Printing. 959.87 
Publicity. 669.41 
Travel of committee members and expenses of 

meetings.   1,040.56 
Grants to delegates to Maloja paid to date. 50.00 
Reports of Proceedings, Lausanne, English, French, 
German. 1,406.57 

Special appropriations, honorariums. 927.51 
Repayment of loan from Commission of P. E. 

Church in 1926. 3,000.00 
Subjects and Reference Committees. 801.46 
Bank charges. 5.00 

July 31, 1929. Cash balance 

$27,901.23 
800.00 

10,243.86 

$38,945.09 

$22,719.75 

$16,225.34 
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OFFICIAL APPROPRIATIONS FROM COMMISSIONS 

AND CHURCHES. 

Protestant Episcopal Church in the U.S.A. 

Balance of 1926 appropriation. SI,500.00 

Appropriation for 1929. 2,500.00 $4,000.00 

Church of England in Canada. 550.00 

Episcopal Church in Scotland. 48.20 

Church of Ireland. 121.12 

Presbyterian Church in the United States of America. 1,000.00 

Presbyterian Church in the United States. 250.00 

United Presbyterian Church. 200.00 

Presbyterian Church of New Zealand. 48.30 

thurch of Scotland. 120.00 

Reformed Church in the United States. 100.00 

Congregational Union of England and Wales. 48.16 

Church of Norway. 100.00 

Old Catholic Churches, Europe. 35.00 

Total. $6,620.78 

Voted: that a committee of five be nominated by the 

Committee of Reference to prepare and report sugges¬ 

tions for the financing of the movement. 

Adjourned 12.30 p.m. 

The Committee reassembled at 5 p.m. The Rev. M. E. Aubrey 

led in prayer. 

Dr. Garvie reported the following nominations by the Committee 

of Reference to constitute a Committee on Finance, which was 

so appointed: 

Rev. Floyd W. Tomkins, Jr., Convener 

Prof. Hamiicar S. Aiivisatos, D.th. 

Pastor Jules J6zequel 

Landesbischof D. August Kortheuer 

Sir Henry Lunn, M.D. (subsequently added) 

Rev. Canon Tissington Tatlow, D.D. 

The General Secretary, ex officio. 

Upon recommendation by the Committee of Reference, the Very 

Rev. H. N. Bate, M.A., was asked to represent the Continuation 

Committee at the approaching celebration of the union of the 

Church of Scotland and the United Free Church of Scotland. 
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Dean Bate presented minutes of the Committee of Reference at 

the Deanery, Hadleigh, Suffolk, June 10 and 11, which were re¬ 

ceived as the report of that Committee, together with memo¬ 

randa summarizing responses by the Churches to the Lausanne 

Reports. The Continuation Committee expressed thanks to 

Dean Bate for his hospitality at Hadleigh and to the entire Com¬ 

mittee of Reference for their labours. 

Copies were distributed of a first draft of Questions for Study 

based on Reports III, V and VI of the Lausanne Conference. 

This document was referred for revision to a joint session of the 

Committee of Reference with members of the Business Com4 

mittee present at Maloja. 

The Bishop of Gloucester presented plans for the formation of a 

Theological Committee in accordance with the recommendation 

of the Committee of Reference at Hadleigh, June 11.* 

Voted: that such a Committee be appointed, and that its 

necessary expenses be defrayed from the treasury of the 

Continuation Committee. 

The choice of personnel was postponed to the next day's meeting. 

After devotions led by the Bishop of Bombay, the Committee 

adjourned at 7.20 p.m. 

*From many quarters the suggestion had come to the Committee of Reference 

that the difficulties revealed at Lausanne should be referred to commissions 

of theological experts. The Committee of Reference recorded their opinion 

that the best course would be to refer a small number of selected crucial 

questions (e.g. the meaning of grace, ordination, the episcopacy) to a small 

committee of scholars, perhaps twelve in number, appointed ad hoc, on the 

understanding that such a committee after due preparation would meet 

before the next meeting of the Continuation Committee for a prolonged 

session of a week or a fortnight. 

12 



AUGUST 29, 1929. 

At 9.30 a.m. Pastor Sasse led the devotions. 

The Bishop of Gloucester reported progress concerning the se¬ 

lection of members of the Theological Committee. A tentative 

apportionment of membership by sections was agreed upon. 

By invitation the following members made statements concerning 

the steps taken by their Churches in view of the Lausanne 

Reports: 

Prof. Friedrich Siegmund-Schultze, ! for the Ger¬ 

man Evangelical Churches. 

Most Rev. Archbishop Germanos, for the Eastern 

Orthodox Churches. 

Prof. Dr. Stefan Zankow, for the Church of Bulgaria. 

Pastor Charles Merle d’Aubign6, D.D., for the Reformed 

Evangelical Churches of France. 

Prof. Wilfred Monod, D.D., for the Reformed Churches 

of France. 

Rev. Fr. Sergius Boulgakoff, for the Church of Russia. 

Prof. Dr. Geza Lencz, for the Lutheran Church of 

Hungary. 

Rev. Floyd W. Tomkins, Jr., for the American Epis¬ 

copal Church. 

Dr. Alfred C. Garrett, for the Society of Friends in 

America. 

Continuing the programme, the Hon. Lord Sands and the Rev. 

R. W. Stewart made statements concerning the union of Scottish 

Presbyterianism. The Bishop of Bombay spoke on the Proposed 

Scheme of Union of Churches in South India. 

After devotions led by Dr. Garvie, the meeting adjourned at 

12.30 p.m. 

At S p.m. the Rev. Paul Sandegren led the devotions. Addresses 

followed by Mr. K. T. Paul on the South India Scheme, by the 

Rev. T. Albert Moore on the United Church of Canada and by 

Sir Henry Lunn on the approaching union of Methodism in 

England. 

The Bishop of Gloucester introduced a motion seconded by Arch¬ 

bishop Germanos with regard to the movements just referred to, 

which after discussion was held over till the following day. 
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The Bishop of Gloucester reported the following nominations for 

the Theological Committee, which was so constituted: 

THEOLOGICAL COMMITTEE 

Chairman: 

Secretary: 

Members 

1. Professor Turner 

2. Professor Watson 

3. Professor Bartlet 

4. Dr. Glubokowsky 

5. Dr. Alivisatos 

6. Professor Choisy 

7. Professor Jundt 

8. Professor Aulen 

9. Professor Hermelink 

10. Professor Wobbermin 

11. Prof. William Adams Brown 

12. Dr. Gavin 

13. Professor Milligan 

The Bishop of Gloucester 

Dr. Whitley 

Alternates 

Professor Goudge 

Dr. Rawlinson 

Professor Dodd 

Professor Arseniew 

Archbishop Germanos 

Professor Brunner 

Professor Men^goz 

Professor Norregaard 

Professor Hirsch 

Dr. Lang 

Dr. Soper 

Professor Manson 

(or Professor Watt) 

Dean Bate submitted a revised draft of Questions for Study 

based upon Reports III, V and VI of the Lausanne Conference. 

Dr. William Adams Brown presented other questions relating to 

Reports I and VII. These both were referred with power to the 

Committee of Reference. 

Voted: that power be given to the Committee of Refer¬ 

ence to secure the preparation of a similar set of ques¬ 

tions dealing with Reports II and IV. 

Professor Hermelink addressed the Committee with regard to 

currents of thought in Germany as affecting the future of the 

Faith and Order movement. 

Adjourned 7.30 p.m. after devotions led by Dr. Monod. 

14 



AUGUST 30, 1929. 

Professor Choisy led the devotions at 9.30 a.m. 

For the Committee on-Finance, the Rev. Floyd W. Tomkins, Jr., 

presented a draft of a letter to the Churches which, subject to 

modification by the Committee of Reference, was approved and 

ordered sent out. 

The Bishop of Gloucester presented a second draft of a motion 

concerning movements in South India and other countries which, 

after discussion, was held over till the afternoon. 

The Committee expressed warm thanks to Sir Henry Lunn for 

the generosity which had made possible their sessions at Maloja. 

The General Secretary stated that, subject to the approval of the 

Business Committee, his headquarters would be at Boston during 

the winter and at Geneva during the summer of 1930. 

Dr. Garvie presented a report of the meeting in London, May 22, 

1929, of the joint Coordination Commission appointed at Prague 

in 1928 to promote closer relations between the Continuation 

Committees of the Stockholm and the Lausanne Conferences. 

The recommendations of the London meeting were approved as 

embodied in the two following paragraphs: 

That cooperation between Faith and Order and Life and 

Work be confined at present to a friendly relationship. 

That the General Secretaries cooperate in arranging the 

committee meetings in such a way as shall best secure 

the attendance of members at the times and places 

agreed upon. 

The following recommendation by the London meeting was 

referred to the Business Committee: 

That in countries where a joint financial appeal is possi¬ 

ble, we recommend that joint action be taken. 

With regard to the time and place of next year’s meeting of the 

Continuation Committee, Sir Henry Lunn offered to renew, with 

slight modifications, at the H6tel des Alpes, Miirren, near Inter¬ 

laken, Switzerland, from Tuesday August 26 to Friday August 29, 

1930, the arrangements which he had made for the Committee 

at Maloja in 1929, the details to be set out in a letter soon to be 

sent to the members. 

Resolved: that this invitation be and is accepted with 

warm gratitude to Sir Henry Lunn. 
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Dr. Arthur Judson Brown and Dr. Garvie were charged to convey 

to the Life and Work Continuation Committee at Eisenach an 

intimation of the desirability that thought be given to economy 

of time and travel in arranging for their 1930 meeting. 

Dr. Monod presented a draft of devotional material for use at 

future sessions; this was referred to the Committee of Reference 

in conjunction with the Business Committee for such action as 
might prove feasible. 

A suggestion by Professor Arseniew was referred to the Business 

Committee, to the effect that members of the Continuation Com¬ 

mittee be permitted to bring to future meetings, as visitors, a 

limited number of young men (perhaps their pupils) in order to 

acquaint them with the movement. A further suggestion that 

the invitation be extended to the leaders of the youth movement 

in various countries was also referred to the Business Committee. 

After the blessing by Dr. Garvie the Committee adjourned at 
12.30 p.m. 

At 2.30 p.m. Bishop Kiiry led the devotions. The following 

resolution, proposed by the Bishop of Gloucester and seconded 

by Archbishop Germanos, Metropolitan of Thyateira, was unani¬ 
mously adopted: 

As members of the Continuation Committee of the 

Lausanne Conference on Faith and Order, meeting at 

Maloja, August 27—30, 1929, we desire as in our last 

meeting to recognize the great progress towards unity 

in the life of the Churches which has been manifested 

in recent events in Canada, Japan, China and the 

United States of America, and indeed throughout the 

whole Christian world. 

We rejoice with our brethren of the Churches in Scot¬ 

land in the consummation this year of union between 

the Church of Scotland and the United Free Church 

of Scotland, and we pray that God will endue the re¬ 

united Church with the manifold gifts of His grace. 

We also welcome the approaching union of the three 

Methodist Churches of Great Britain, who have this 

year obtained from Parliament the Enabling Act to 

carry out the Scheme of Union already approved by the 

Conferences of the three Churches. 

Without expressing any judgment upon the details of 

the Proposed Scheme of Union for the Churches of 
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South India, we welcome the statement with which it is 

prefaced that "unity of the Spirit must find expression 

in the Faith and Order of the Church, in its worship, in 

its organization and in its whole life.” 

We believe with them that their union, if carried out on 

right lines, would result in greater fellowship and peace 

within the Church and greater eagerness and effective¬ 

ness in the proclamation of the Gospel of Christ. 

We are impelled by our deep sense of the importance of 

these proposals to ask all Christian people to join with 

us in supplication that divine guidance may be granted 

to the Churches of South India, and to all those upon 

whom any measure of responsibility in this matter 

may rest. 

Upon motion by Professor Dr. Deissmann, seconded by Mr. K. 

T. Paul and supported by the Rev. M. E. Aubrey, the following 

action was unanimously taken: 

The Continuation Committee, looking forward to the 

meeting of the Lambeth Conference in 1930, prays that 

God will so guide its deliberations that they may serve 

to promote the unity of the Church of Christ. 

Mention having been made of the approaching celebration of the 

Fourth Centenary of the Augsburg Confession and the Fourth 

Centenary of the discussion at Marburg between German and 

Swiss Reformers, it was resolved to ask Dr. Garvie to convey 

greetings to those gatherings. 

The Committee expressed its thanks to Miss Bate for her secre¬ 

tarial services during its sessions. 

Dr. Garvie read a communication from the ladies present as 

visitors, thanking the Committee for the courtesies extended to 

them. 

The Committee made grateful acknowledgment of the services 

of Pastor Sasse as their interpreter and also as editor of the 

German volume of the proceedings at Lausanne. Thanks were 

extended to Pastor Jezequei for his work as editor of the French 

edition. 

Professor Alivisatos spoke on the immediate future of the move¬ 

ment in Eastern Orthodox circles. Dr. William Adams Brown 

discussed prospects and requirements in America, suggesting as a 
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subject for a future World Conference the relation between Faith 

and Order and Life and Work; he recommended that when dis¬ 

cussion at such meetings reaches an apparent impasse, there be 

devotional periods for an interchange of spiritual experiences. 

Dr. Arthur judson Brown urged that next year’s programme at 

Miirren include a place for accounts of union movements in 

Japan, Korea, China and the Philippines. It was agreed that 

members should send other suggestions for the programme to the 

Secretariat. 

Dr. Lang reported progress by the German Committee and plans 

for the work in Germany. The Bishop of Gloucester discussed 

conditions in England with regard to the movement, and Mr. 

William Paton spoke on aspects in the mission field. Dean Bate 

presented a summary of a paper by Dr. Zankow concerning the 

attitude of the Eastern Churches and suggesting the promotion 

of free conferences, the interchange of lectures, an organized out¬ 

put of literature, closer coordination with the Life and Work Com¬ 

mittee and other agencies, cooperation with Christian youth, the 

formation of European and American committees on activities, 

and the appointment of a universal day of prayer for Christian 

unity. 

The Rev. J. Sinclair Stevenson emphasized the need for securing 

greater interest on the part of young people. 

It was announced that the Bishop of Bombay and Mr. K. T. 

Paul would undertake to answer questions about the South India 

Scheme during the evening of this day. 

Dr. Garvie renewed the request to members to send to the Secre¬ 

tariat their suggestions for the programme at Miirren in 1930, 

and to secure the fullest possible publicity for the action taken 

at Maloja and for the movement as a whole. 

Dr. Wiseman paid tribute to Dr. Garvie for his conduct of the 

business of these sessions; the Committee expressed their obliga¬ 

tion by a rising vote. The General Secretary was commended 

for his services. 

After devotions led by Dr. Garvie, the Committee stood adjourned 

at S p.m. 
ALFRED E. GARVIE 
Chairman pro tempore 

H. N. BATE 
Chairman of the Committee of Reference 

RALPH W. BROWN 
General Secretary 
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CONTINUATION COMMITTEE 

of the World Conference on Faith and Order 
formed at Lausanne, Switzerland, in August 1927. 

Corrected to March 22, 1930. 

OFFICERS 

Chairman: Most Rev. William Temple, D.D., Archbishop of 

York, Bishopthorpe, York, England. 

Vice-Chairman: Rev. Alfred E. Garvie, D.D., New College, 

Hampstead, London, N.W.3, England. 

Treasurer: George Zabriskie, D.C.L., 49 Wall Street, New York 

City, U.S.A. 

General Secretary: Ralph W. Brown, P.O. Box 226, Boston, 

Mass., U.S.A. 

Associate Vice-Chairmen 

Prof. D. Dr. Adolf Deissmann, Prinzregentenstrasse 6, Berlin- 

Wilmersdorf, Germany. 

Most Rev. Metropolitan Germanos, Archbishop of Thyateira, 

20 Newton Road, Bayswater, London, ¥7.2, England. 

Pastor Charles Merle d’Atibigne, D.D., 126 rue Perronet, Neuilly- 

sur-Seine, France. 

Most Rev. Nathan Soderblom, D.D., Archbishop of Upsala, 

Sweden. 

Rev. j. Ross Stevenson, D.D., Princeton, NJ., U.S.A. 

MEMBERS 

Prof. W. J. A alders, Dr. then!.. University of Groningen, Neth¬ 

erlands. 
Rev. Peter Ainslie, D.D., 230 North Fulton Avenue, Baltimore, 

Md., U.S.A. 
Prof. Hamilcar S. Alivisatos, D. th., 27 Voulis, Athens, Greece. 

Rev. Prof. Nicholas Arseniew, Kronprinzenstrasse 4, Konigs- 

berg, Prussia, Germany. 
Rev. Robert A. Ashworth, D.D., 45 Bayley Avenue, Yonkers, 

N.Y., U.S.A. 
Rev. Henry A. Atkinson, D.D., 70 Fifth Avenue, New York 

City, U.S.A. 
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Rev. M. E. Aubrey, M.A., Baptist Church House, Southampton 
Row, London, W.C.l, England. 

Rev. Robert Bagnell, D.D., 216 State Street, Harrisburg Pa 
U.S.A. 

*Rev. Harold N. Baker, M.A., St. Thomas’ Rectory, North 

Sydney, N.S.W., Australia. Alternate for Bishop White. 

Rt. Rev. Mgr. K. Balakian, D.D., 80 avenue Pereire, Asnieres- 
sur-Seine, France. 

Most Rev. Metropolitan Nicolea Balan, D.D., Sibiiu, Tran¬ 

sylvania, Roumania. 

*Rev. John J. Banninga, D.D., Pasumalai, South India. 

President Clarence A. Barbour, D.D., 180 Hope Street, Provi¬ 
dence, R.I., U.S.A. 

George F. Barbour, D.Phil., Fincastle, Pitlochry, Scotland. 

Very Rev. H. N. Bate, M.A., The Deanery, Hadleigh, Suffolk, 
England. 

President Miner Lee Bates, LL.D., Hiram College, Hiram, Ohio 
U.S.A. 

*Rev. John C. Blair, M.A., Mission House, Rajkot, Kathiawar, 
India. 

*Rev. Ahva J. C. Bond, D.D., Plainfield, N.J., U.S.A. 

Rev. Fr. Sergius Boulgakoff, D.D., 93 rue de Crim6e, Paris XIX, 
France. 

*Rev. Erasmo Braga, D.D., rua 1 de Marco 6-2, Rio de Janeiro, 
Brazil. 

Rev. George A. Braedelle, D.D., 708 21st Street, Rock Island, 
Ill., U.S.A. 

Very Rev. Yngve Brilioth, D.D., Dean of Lund, Sweden. 

Rev. William Adams Brown, D.D., Broadway at 120th Street, 

New York City, U.S.A. 

Rev. S. Parkes Cadman, D.D., 64 Jefferson Avenue, Brooklyn, 
N.Y., U.S.A. 

Rev. Bishop James Cannon, Jr., D.D., S2 Bliss Building, Wash¬ 

ington, D.C., U.S.A. 

Rev. Samuel H. Chester, D.D.,Box330, Nashville, Tenn., U.S.A. 

Rt. Rev. the Bishop of Chichester, The Palace, Chichester, 
England. 

Prof. Eugene Choisy, D.D., avenue Galas 4, Champel, Geneva, 

Switzerland. 

*His Holiness the Metropolitan Chrysostom, Athens, Greece. 

Judge Alexis deBofr, LL.D. 

Gen.-Sup. D. Dr. Otto Dibeiius, Kaiser Wilhelmstrasse 11A, 
Berlin-Steglitz, Germany. 

*Corresponding member. 
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*Most Rev. the Metropolitan of Warsaw and all Poland, Dionyse, 

Zygmuntowska 13, Warsaw, Poland. 

*Rt- Rev- the Bishop of Dornakal, Dornakal, Deccan, India. 

Most Rev. tne Archbishop of Dublin, The Palace, Shrewsbury 
Road, Dublin, Ireland. 

■*Rev. J. R. Fiddian, M.Sc., Kerang, Victoria, Australia. 

Miss Lucy Gardner, 92 St. George’s Square, London, S.W., Eng¬ 
land. 

Dr. Alfred C. Garrett, 5301 Old York Road, Logan, Pa., U.S.A. 

President William Allen Harper, D.D., Eton College N C 
U.S.A. 

Rt. Rev. the Bishop of Gloucester, The Palace, Gloucester, 
England. 

Rev. Bishop William H. Heard, D.D., 438 North 53rd Street, 
Philadelphia, Pa., U.S.A. 

Prof. Friedrich Heiler, D. Dr. Phil., Moltkestrasse 19, Marburg- 
Lahn, Germany. 

Prof. D. Dr. Heinrich Hermelink, Barfussertor 17, Marburg- 
Lahn, Germany. 

Rt. Rev. Peter Plognestad, D.D., Bergen, Norway. 

*Rev. Albert T. Holden, C.B.E., B.A., 73 Walpole Street, Kew, 

Victoria, Australia. 

Rt. Rev. the Bishop of Honduras, Bishopthorpe, Belize, British 
Honduras. 

*Rev. Yoichiro Inagaki, D.D., 1612 Ikebukuro, Tokyo, Japan. 

Rt. Rev. Irenaus, Bishop of Novi Sad, Serbia. 

Prof. James A. James, LL.D., Northwestern University, Evan¬ 
ston, Ill., U.S.A. 

Bishop Dr. jur. Janoska, Liptovsky sv. Mikul&s, Czecho¬ 

slovakia.. 

Rt. Rev. Bishop Paul Th. Jensen, D.D., Herrnhut, Saxony, 

Germany. 

Pastor Jules jezequel, 3 rue Desrenaudes, Paris XVII, France. 

Baron Dr. Albert von Kaas, Isabella utcza 43, Budapest, Hun¬ 

gary. Alternate for Bishop von Raffay. 

Rev. Adolf Keller, D.D., 16 cours des Bastions, Geneva, Switzer¬ 

land. 

Prof. Eliza H. Kendrick, 6 Midland Road, Wellesley, Mass., 

U.S.A. 

Landesbischof D. August Kortheuer, Wiesbaden, Germany. 

Rt. Rev. Adolf Kiiry, D.D., Willadingweg 39, Berne, Switzer¬ 

land. 

Prof. D. August Lang, Domplatz 3, Halle a.S., Germany. 
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Rev. Aleksi Lehtonen, D.D., 12 Toolonkatu, Helsingfors, Fin¬ 

land. 

Prof. Dr. Geza Lencz, Debrecen, Hungary. Alternate for 

Judge deBoer. 

' Rev. Timothy Tingfang Lew, Ph.D., University of Pekin, China. 

Rev. Jonas Lindskog, D.D., Brannkyrka, Alvsjo, Stockholm, 

Sweden. 

Rev. William F. Lofthouse, D.D., Endcliffe Cottage, Friary 

Road, Handsworth, Birmingham, England. 

Sir Henry Lunn, M.D., S Endsleigh Gardens, London, .W.C.l, 

England. 

Rev. Frederick Lynch, D.D., 70 Fifth Avenue, New York City, 

U.S.A. Alternate for Dr. Atkinson. 

John H. MacCracken, LL.D., IS E. 83rd Street, New York 

City, U.S.A. 

Rt. Rev. William T. Manning, D.D., Bishop of New York, 

Synod House, Amsterdam Avenue and 110th Street, New 

York City, U.S.A. 

Rev. Principal Alexander Martin, D.D., New College, Mound, 

Edinburgh, Scotland. 

Rev. Bishop Francis J. McConnell, D.D., ISO Fifth Avenue, 

New York City, U.S.A. 

Rev. Bishop William F. McDowell, D.D., 2107 Wyoming Ave¬ 

nue, N.W., Washington, D.C., U.S.A. 

Pastor Frangois Mejan, 47 rue de Clichy, Paris IX, France. 

Alternate for Pastor Monnier. 

Rev. Alfred E. Monahan, M.A., The Vicarage, Monmouth, 

Wales. 

Pastor Henri Monnier, 3 bis rue Denis Poisson, Paris XVII, 

France. 

Prof. Wilfred Monod, D.D., 6 Square Port Royal, Paris XIII, 

France. 

Rt. Rev. the Bishop of Montreal, 1444 Union Avenue, Montreal, 

Canada. 

Rev. Bishop John M. Moore, D.D., 1308 Commerce Street, 

Dallas, Texas, U.S.A. 

Rev. T. Albert Moore, D.D., 421 Wesley Building, Toronto, 

Canada. 

“Rt. Rev. James Okey Nash, D.D., 5 Belmont Avenue, Cape¬ 

town, South Africa. 

Rev. Bishop John L. Nuelsen, D.D., 82 Hinterberg, Ziirich, 

Switzerland. 

Rt. Rev. Harald Ostenfeld, D.D., 11 Norregade, Copenhagen, 

Denmark. 
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Rev. Albert W. Palmer, D.D., 5827 Blackstone Avenue, 

Chicago, Ill., U.S.A. 

Rt. Rev. Edwin James Palmer, D.D., 3 Heathville Road, 

Gloucester, England. 

Rt. Rev. Edward L. Parsons, D.D., 1215 Sacramento Street, 

San Francisco, Cal., U.S.A. 

Rev. William Paton, Edinburgh House, Eaton Gate, London, 

S.W.l, England. 

K. T. Paul, B.A., The Thottam, Salem, South India. 

Rt. Rev. James DeWolf Perry, D.D., 32 Westminster Street, 

Providence, R.I., U.S.A. 

Rt. Rev. Alexander von Raffay, D.D., Deak ter. 4, Budapest IV, 

Hungary. 

Rev. George W. Richards, D.D., Lancaster, Pa., U.S.A. 

Dr. J. A. Rus\ Lange Nieuwstraat 3, Utrecht, Netherlands. 

Hon. Lord Sands, LL.D., 4 Heriot Row, Edinburgh, Scotland. 

Pfarrer Lie. Hermann Sasse, Bischofstr. 4-5, Berlin C2, Ger¬ 

many. 

Rev. M. G. G. Scherer, D.D., 39 East 35th Street, New York, 

City, U.S.A. 

Praelat D. SchSil, Alter Postplatz 4, Stuttgart, Germany. 

Prof. D. Friedrich Siegmund-Schultze, Fruchtstrasse 64, II, 

Berlin 0.17, Germany. 

Rev. P. Carnegie Simpson, D.D., Westminster College, Cam¬ 

bridge, England. 

*Rev. William B. Smiley, D.D., 397 Ohio Avenue, Rochester, Pa., 

U.S.A. 

Rev. Edmund D. Soper, D.D., Ohio Wesleyan University, Dela¬ 

ware, Ohio, U.S.A. 

Mrs. Edwin Allen Stebbins, 935 East Avenue, Rochester, N.Y., 

U.S.A. 

Rt. Rev. Rotislav Stejskal, Th.D., Olomouc, Czecho-Slovakia. 

Rev. J. Sinclair Stevenson, M.A., Shottory, Killiney, Co. Dub¬ 

lin, Ireland. 

Rev. Canon Tissington Tatlow, D.D., Annandale, North End 

Road, London, N.W.li, England. 

Prof. Ernest Trice Thompson, D.D., Union Theological Semi¬ 

nary, Richmond, Va., U.S.A. Alternate for Dr. Chester. 

Pastor Niels B. Thvedt, B.D., Keysersgate 13, III, Oslo, Nor¬ 

way. Alternate for Bishop Hognestad. 

Rev. Floyd W. Tomkins, Jr., 217 South 20th Street, Phila¬ 

delphia, Pa., U.S.A. 
Rt. Rev. Leon Tourian, D.D., 229 Upper Brook Street, Man¬ 

chester, England. 
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Rt. Rev. Gilbert White, D.D., “Selborne,” Epping, N.S.W., 
Australia. 

Rev. F. Luke Wiseman, D.D., 1 Central Buildings, Westminster, 
London, S.W.l, England. 

Prof. D. Dr. Georg Wobbermin, Nikolausberger Weg 66, 
Gottingen, Germany. 

Rev. Canon Edward S. Woods, M.A., The Vicarage, 6 Park Hill 
Road, Croydon, England. 

*Rev. David Z. T. Yui, Litt. D., 20 Museum Road, Shanghai, 
China. 

Prof. Dr. Stefan Zankow, PI. Ste. Nedelja 22, Sofia, Bulgaria. 

Gen.-Sup. D. Wilhelm Zollner, Kaiser Wilhelmring 7, Munster, 
Germany. 

*Rev. Samuel M. Zwemer, D.D., 48 Mercer Street, Princeton 
N.J., U.S.A. 

Prof. Dr. Francis Zilka, Prague XII-1470, Bohemia, Czecho¬ 
slovakia. 
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BUSINESS COMMITTEE 

Chairman: Rev. J. Ross Stevenson, D.D. 

Treasurer: George Zabriskie, D.C.L. 

General Secretary: Ralph W. Brown 

Rev. Peter Ainslie, D.D. 

Most Rev. Archbishop Alexander 

Rev. Robert A. Ashworth, D.D. 

Rev. Robert Bagnell, D.D., 

alternate for Bishop McConnell 

Rev. Clarence A. Barbour, D.D. 

Rev. William Adams Brown, D.D. 

Rev. S. Parkes Cadman, D.D. 

Rev. Bishop James Cannon, }r., D.D. 

judge Alexis deBo6r, LL.D. 

Prof. James A. James, LL.D. 

Rev. Frederick Lynch, D.D. 

Rev. Bishop Francis j. McConnell, D.D. 

Rev. T. Albert Moore, D.D. 

Rt. Rev. James DeWolf Perry, D.D. 

Rev. M. G. G. Scherer, D.D. 

Rev. Edmund D. Soper, D.D. 

Rev. Floyd W. Tomkins, Jr. 
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COMMITTEE OF REFERENCE 

Chairman: Very Rev. H. N. Bate, M.A. 

General Secretary: Ralph W. Brown 

Prof. Hamilcar S. Alivisatos, D.th. 

Rev. M. E. Aubrey, M.A. 

Very Rev. Yngve Brilioth, D.D. 

Rev. Alfred E. Garvie, D.D. 

Rt. Rev. the Bishop of Gloucester 

Pastor Jules jezequel 

Prof. D. Dr. Georg Wobbermin 
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Publications about the World Con¬ 

ference on Faith and Order may be had 

without charge from the Secretariat, 

P. O. Box 226, Boston, Mass., U.S. A. 

Please send the names and addresses of 

any persons who might be interested in 

the movement. 



(Tile Baptist (it man cf ®n'ai Britain: 
suit Irflanit. 

[.Secretary : The Rev. M. E. Aubrey, M.A.] 

THE REPLY OF THE BAPTIST UNION OF GREAT 

BRITAIN AND IRELAND TO THE REPORTS OF THE 

WORLD CONFERENCE ON FAITH AND ORDER, 

HEtD AT LAUSANNE, IN AUGUST, 1927. 

The Council of the Baptist Union thank the Continuation 
Committee of the World Conference on Faith and Order for 
the Six Reports submitted to them for consideration, and, in 
replying, send their cordial greetings and assure the Committee 
of their deep interest in the matter of Christian Unity, and of 
their prayers that God may bless every effort to spread know¬ 
ledge of the beliefs held by various parts of the One Church of 
Christ and to create a deeper sympathy and a closer fellowship. 

I. The Call to Unity. 

Baptists, urged by their sense of the spiritual unity of the 
Church, have developed an effective unity among themselves. 
The Baptist World Alliance links together over ten million 
Baptist Communicants, drawn from every Continent, in fraternal 
bonds and common tasks. We are ready to explore ways to 
fellowship with other Christians who differ in matters of faith and 
order. 

II. The Message to the World : The Gospel. 

It has always been the joy of Baptists to proclaim this message, 
and we gladly and gratefully recognise, in the Second Report, a 
statement of it suitable to the present time. We shall be happy 
continually to urge its acceptance. Our conception of the 
Gospel determines our view of the Church, the Confession of 
Faith, the Ministry and the Sacraments. 

III. The Nature of the Church. 

We cannot agree that the ministry, as commonly understood, 
is essential to the existence of a true Christian Church, though 
we believe a ministry is necessary for its highest effectiveness. 
We think of the function of the ministry in terms of leadership 
rather than of government and discipline. We believe that, 



while we should frankly discuss our differences, at this time it may 
be a gain to emphasise our agreement on the permanent and 
essential marks of the Church. 

IV. The Church's Common Confession of Faith. 

We rejoice in so general a recognition of basic truths. Wc 
record that, while the two ancient creeds of the Church do not 
commonly have a place in our worship, we hold firmly the facts 
of Christian history and experience implied and intended to 
be safeguarded in them. 

We cordially agree that the Divine Spirit leads all believers 
into the truth, so that from time to time one group or another 
of earnest seekers receives and reveals some new or recovered 
light which all should recognise. 

V. The Ministry of the Church. 

Under III above, we have already referred to our view of the 
ministry as not being essential to the very existence of a Church. 

We do not confine the administration of Sacraments to 
ordained ministers, nor stipulate for the laying on of hands. 

In our thought, the declaration in the Report that the adminis¬ 
tration of the Sacraments is to be made effective through faith is 
inconsistent with the practice of administering Baptism to 
others than believers. 

We agree that every communion which has been successful in 
the task of evangelising has a contribution to make to the organis¬ 
ation of any larger fellowship, and that no one theory of the 
ministry need be everywhere accepted. We disagree from the 
theory set forth in the statement made on behalf of the Orthodox 
Churches. The second paragraph under 2 concerning Western 
Christendom represents generally our views, though we do not 
hold that any particular form of Church government was meant 
to be inflexible. We have sought to adapt our organisation to 
the varying needs of times and places, and we are ready to attend 
closely and sympathetically to the matters involved with a view 
to greater goodwill and increased efficiency in carrying out the 
Divine purpose. 

VI. The Sacraments. 

We prefer to speak of “ ordinances ’’ rather than of “ sacra¬ 
ments,” but to these matters also we are willing to give our 



careful thought. We could emphasise again our insistence on 
faith in tfaS recipient as a condition of the effectiveness of the 
sacraments. 

VII. The Unity of Christendom and the relation thereto of existing 
Churches. 

Questions based on the Seventh Report have just reached us, 
and at this stage we make only the following notes on the sugges¬ 
tions in Section IV :— 

1. We agree that each communion should seek to know and 
understand the faith and order of others. We have taken pains 
to study the position of Episcopal Churches, but we think our 
own has not been adequately appreciated. We submit the 
message sent out in 1923, to Other Christian Brethren, by the 
Baptist World Alliance, and the Reply to the Lambeth Appeal, 
given in 1926, by our Union. We mention also Baptist Principles 
('1923) and The Life and Faith of the Baptists (1927) by Principal 
Wheeler Robinson, which more fully set forth our views. 

2. The Report on the “ Malines Conversations” causes us 
misgivings. We feel bound to state frankly that we cannot 
contemplate Union with the Church of Rome so long as its 
present government and claims are maintained. 

3. We desire fuller co-operation along social, evangelistic and 
other lines, both on the Mission Fields and where the Churches 
are already working side by side. In Asia, we have felt the gain 
in such fellowship, and we would be more adventurous in co¬ 
operation, especially in view of the present tendency to the 
secular interpretation of life which challenges us all. To this 
end, we welcome every effort toward common worship and the 
promotion of friendships which stretch across the lines of division 
as means by which knowledge and fellowship may be enlarged. 

The Baptist Church House, 

4, Southampton Row, 

London, W.C. i. 

May, 1930. 
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The Continuation Committee was charged by the 

first World Conference on Faith and Order at 

Lausanne, Switzerland, in 1927, to transmit the 

Lausanne Reports (pamphlet No. 55) to all the 

participating churches, asking the churches to 

consider the findings and report to the Secre¬ 

tariat the results of their deliberations, in view of 

which the Continuation Committee should con¬ 

sider what steps need to be taken for another 
conference. 

The Continuation Committee was further 

charged to take whatever steps it may think 

wise and necessary, within the purpose of the 

World Conference on Faith and Order, to ad¬ 

vance the cause of Christian unity. 

A revised list of the members of the Continuation 

Committee appears on pages 21-27 of this 
pamphlet. 



WORLD CONFERENCE ON 
FAITH AND ORDER 

AUGUST 26, 1930 

After a service conducted by the Archbishop of York in the 

English Church, Miirren, at 6 P.M., the Continuation Committee 

reassembled at 9 p.m. in the Palace Hotel des Alpes. The Arch¬ 

bishop of York led in prayer. The following were recorded as 

present during these sessions: 

Officers 

Chairman: Most Rev. the Archbishop of York, England. 

Vice-Chairmen: Prof. D.Dr. Adolf Deissmann, Germany. 

Most Rev. Metropolitan Germanos, Con¬ 

stantinople. 

Pastor Charles Merle d’Aubigne, D.D., 

France. 

General Secretary: Ralph W. Brown, U.S.A. 

Members 

*Miss Charlotte H. Adams, U.S.A. 

Prof. Hamilcar S. Alivisatos, D.tfa., Greece. 

Rev.Prof. Nicholas Arseniew, Russia. 

Rev. M. E. Aubrey, M.A., England. 

George F. Barbour, B.Phil., Scotland. 

*Rev. J. Vernon Bartlet, B.B., England. 

Very Rev. H. N. Bate, M.A., England. 

Rev.Fr. Sergius Boulgakoff, D.D., Russia. 

Very Rev. Yngve Brilioth, D.B., Sweden. 

Rev. S. Parkes Cadman, B.D., U.S.A. 

Prof. Eugene Choisy, B.D., Switzerland. 

D.Dr. Otto Bibelius, Generalsuperintendent der Kurmark, 

Germany. 

Most Rev. the Metropolitan of Warsaw and all Poland, 

Bionysios. 

*General Bishop Busan Fajnor, Czechoslovakia. 

Br. Alfred C. Garrett, U.S.A. 



*Rev.Prof. Frank Gavin, Th.D., U.S.A. 

Rt.Rev. the Bishop of Gloucester, England. 

*Prof. Nicholas Glubokowsky, D.D., Russia. 

*Carl Heath, England. 

Prof.D.Dr. Friedrich Heiler, Germany. 

Rt.Rev. the Bishop of Honduras. 

Bishop D. Paul Th. Jensen, Germany. 

Pastor Jules Jezequel, France. 

Rev. Adolf Keller, D.D., Switzerland. 

Rt.Rev. Adolf Kiiry, D.D., Switzerland. 

Prof.D. August Lang, Germany. 

Prof.Dr. Geza Lencz, Hungary. 

Rev. Jonas Lindskog, D.D., Sweden. 

Rev. William F. Lofthouse, D.D., England. 

Sir Henry Lunn, M.D., England. 

*Rev.Prof. W. Manson, D.D., Scotland. 

*Very Rev. W. J. Margetson, M.A., Scotland. 

Rev. Alfred E. Monahan, M.A., Wales. 

Prof. Wilfred Monod, D.D., France. 

Rt.Rev. the Bishop of Montreal, Canada. 

Rt.Rev. Harald Ostenfeld, D.D., Denmark. 

Rt.Rev. Edwin James Palmer, D.D., England. 

Rt.Rev. Edward L. Parsons, D.D., U.S.A. 

Rt.Rev. James DeWolf Perry, D.D., U.S.A. 

Dr. J. A. Rust, Netherlands. 

Pfr.Lic. Hermann Sasse, Germany. 

Prof.D. Friedrich Siegmund-Schultze, Germany. 

Rev. Canon Tissington Tatlow, D.D., England. 

Pastor Niels B. Thvedt, B.D., Norway. 

*Dr. W. A. Visser’t Hooft, Holland. 

*Rev. W. T. Whitley, LL.D., England. 

Rev. F. Luke Wiseman, D.D., England. 

Prof.D.Dr. Georg Wobbermin, Germany. 

Prof.Dr. Stefan Zankow, Bulgaria. 

Prof.Dr. F. Zilka, Czechoslovakia. 

D. Wilhelm Zoellner, Generalsuperintendent von Westfalen. 

‘Elected at Miirren. 
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Substitutes 

Rt.Rev. the Bishop of Gippsland, Australia. 

Rev.Prof. G. D. Henderson, B.D., Scotland. 

Prof. Arthur Hjelt, Finland. 

Rev. Henry Smith Leiper, D.D., U.S.A. 

Rev. William P. Merrill, D.D., U.S.A. 

Rt.Rev. G. Ashton Oldham, D.D., U.S.A. 

Rt.Rev. Warren L. Rogers, D.D., U.S.A. 

Rev. Paul Sandegren, Sweden. 

Rev. Frederick E. Stockweil, D.D., U.S.A. 

Visitors 

Tomas Arvedson, Sweden. 

Pastor Charles Bonzon, France. 

D. R. Dugard, England. 

Alfred Ennis, Ireland. 

Charles Huston Haines, U.S.A. 

Enno Heyken, Germany. 

Prof. P. C. Hsu, China. 

Rev. R. Ambrose Reeves, England. 

Derick Sanders, England. 

Evert Jansen Schoonhoven, Holland. 

Nicholas Zernoff, Russia. 

The records of the Continuation Committee at Maloja, Switzer¬ 

land, August 27-30, 1929 (pamphlet No. 60), were distributed 

and approved. 

The following provisions for the procedure of this meeting were 

adopted: 

If any member desires to submit for consideration any 

subject not included in the printed programme, due 

notice of that intention shall be given to the Secretary on 

the first day of meeting. 

If in the course of discussion a subject should emerge 

which it seems desirable to discuss further, due notice 

shall be given to the Secretary, and at the beginning of 

the next session the Chairman shall submit for decision 

the question whether that subject shall at once be con¬ 

sidered. 

Voted: that there be a time limit for all addresses during 

these sessions. The Chairman announced that a time 
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limit of five minutes would be imposed at the discretion 

of the Chairman. 

The Committee of Reference was asked to serve as an executive 

committee during these sessions, Bishop Perry being added to 

the list pro tempore. 

Announcement was made that the following members had died 

since the last year’s meeting: 

Rt.Rev. Charles P. Anderson, D.D., Bishop of Chicago, 

member of the Commission of the American Episcopal 

Church since the inception of the movement in 1910, 

president of the deputation sent to Europe-and the near 

East in 1919 on behalf of the World. Conference on Faith 

and Order. 

Pastor Victor Farkes of the Evangelical Lutheran 

Church in Hungary; Secretary of Bishop Raffay at the 

Lausanne Conference in 1927. 

Bishop Dr. Jur Janoska of the Evangelical Church of 

Slovakia, member of the Continuation Committee. 

Rev. J. Sinclair Stevenson, M.A., of the Presbyterian 

Church in Ireland; member of the Lausanne Conference 

and of its Continuation Committee. 

Rev. John G. Wheen, D.D., member of the Commission 

of the Methodist Church of Australasia. 

Rev. H. j. Wotherspoon, D.D., Church of Scotland, 

member of the Lausanne Conference and long associated 

with the movement. 

The Committee stood in silence to signify their sense of the loss 

sustained in the death of these members. 

By unanimous vote of the Committee the following changes in 

its personnel were made: 

Prof.D.Dr. Karl Prohle, Sopron, Hungary, as permanent 

alternate for the Rt.Rev. Alexander von Raffay, D.D., in 

the stead of Baron Dr. Albert von Kaas (resigned). 

Mr. Carl Heath, London, as a member in the stead of 

Miss Lucy Gardner (resigned). 

General Bishop Dusan Fajnor, D.D., Modra, Czecho¬ 

slovakia, as a member in the stead of Bishop Dr. Jur 

Janoska (deceased). 



The General Secretary was instructed to send a message of 

affection to Miss Gardner from the Committee and to express 

their hope that if they be convened sometime in England they 

may have the advantage of her presence and help as in years past. 

With the unanimous approval of the Committee on Personnel, 

those members of the Committee of Theologians who were not 

already members of the Continuation Committee were elected 

to full membership in the larger body, as follows*: 

Rev. Gustaf E. H. Aulen, D.D., Sweden. 

Rev. J. Vernon Bartlet, D.D., England. 

Rt.Rev. Bishop Berggrav, D.D., Norway. 

Prof. Emil Brunner, Switzerland. 

Rev.Prof. R. Davidson, D.D., Canada. 

Rev. Charles Harold Dodd, M.A., England. 

Rev.Prof. Frank Gavin, Tfa.D., U.S.A. 

Prof. Nicholas Glubokowsky, D.D., Bulgaria. 

Rev. Henry L. Goudge, D.D., England. 

Prof. Andre Jundt, France. 

Rev.Prof. W. Manson, D.D., Scotland. 

Prof. Fernand Menegoz, France. 

Rev.Prof. George Milligan, D.D., Scotland. 

Ven. A. E. J. Rawlinson, D.D., England. 

Rev. E. W. Watson, D.D., England. 

Rev. W. T. Whitley, LL.D., England. 

A cordial welcome was extended to the substitutes present in the 

stead of absent members and to young men introduced by Dr. 

Tatlow, Professor Arseniew and Dr. Garrett in order to acquaint 

them with the movement; these young men were invited to take 

part in the discussions with the understanding that they would 

not vote. 

The Very Rev. W. J. Margetson, M.A., Chaplain of the English 

Church at Miirren, who was a member of the Lausanne Confer¬ 

ence of 1927, and Miss Charlotte H. Adams of Geneva, of the 

World’s Y.W.C.A., were invited to take part in these sessions. 

The Bishop of Gloucester introduced the Rev. W. T. Whitley, 

LL.D., Hon. Secretary of the Committee of Theologians. 

The name of Prof. J. Nfirregaard of Denmark was omitted in view of a 

communication from him to the effect that he could not, for lack of time, accept 

service as a member of the Continuation Committee. 
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A programme and timetable for the Murren meeting was sub¬ 

mitted by the Committee of Reference and was adopted. 

After prayer by the Archbishop of York, the Committee ad¬ 

journed at 10.IS p.m. 

AUGUST 27, 1930 

At 9.30 a.m. Dean Brilioth led the devotions. Pastor Merle 

d’Aubigne introduced the Archbishop of York to the Committee 

as their new Chairman, who addressed the meeting, both speakers 

paying tribute to the services of Bishop Brent and Dr. Alfred E. 

Gar vie in their conduct of the chair. 

The members expressed their sympathy to Professor Alivisatos 

and Mrs. Alivisatos by reason of a grievous accident sustained 

by them shortly before this meeting. 

On behalf of the Consistory of the National Protestant Church 

of Geneva, Professor Choisy extended to the members an invi¬ 

tation to attend a service to be held in the Cathedral of St-Pierre, 

Geneva, September 10, 1930, upon the occasion of the opening 

of the annual Assembly of the League of Nations. 

For the Business Committee, Bishop Perry presented as its report 

its minutes of December 13, 1929, which were accepted and con¬ 

firmed. Dr. Cadman on behalf of Mr. George Zabriskie presented 

the Treasurer’s report, as follows, which was received and ordered 

filed: 

8 



To the World Conference Continuation Committee: 

The Treasurer states that from the date of his last report 

to this Committee, July 31, 1929, to July 31, 1930, his 

receipts have been $10,164.15, which added to the bal¬ 

ance carried over from July 31, 1929, makes a total of 

$27,389.49. Of these receipts $7,011.11 came from 

Commissions and Churches, and $2,587.97 came from 

individuals and parishes. 

Disbursements were $21,122.24, and exceeded the cur¬ 

rent receipts by $10,958.09; in other words, the current 

disbursements were a little more than twice the current 

receipts. It should be noted that the balance remaining 

on the date of this report is considerably less than one- 

half the balance on the date of the last report. 

While the total received from Commissions and Churches 

does not greatly exceed the total from the same source in 

the previous report, many more Commissions and 

Churches responded with contributions than in previous 

years. 

At each meeting of the Business Section of this Com¬ 

mittee the Treasurer has submitted accounts of his 

receipts and disbursements; and these several accounts 

have been approved. 

The Treasurer submits an account of his receipts and 

disbursements during the period covered by this report; 

and a list of the Commissions and Churches from which 

contributions were received. 

United States Trust Company of New York, 

Assistant Treasurer 

S. L. HOLLISTER, 

Assistant Comptroller. 

July 31, 1930. 
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TREASURER’S ACCOUNT 

July 31, 1929 to July 31, 1930 

July 31, 1929. Cash balance. 
Advanced by Treasurer to be accounted for 

Receipts: 

Official appropriations from Commissions and 

, Churches. 

Parishes and individuals. 

Sale of office furniture, etc. 

Student Christian Movement, England a/c 

English edition Lausanne Reports . . . 

Payments refunded. 

Received for account Gardiner Memorial 

Bank interest . 

$7,011.11 

2,587.97 

42.87 

10.35 

27.47 

240.00 

244.38 

Total receipts. 

Disbursements: 

Secretary's office: 
Salaries, travelling expense of staff . . . 

Deposit for Secretary’s expenses Miirren 

Office assistants . 

Office rent, equipment, supplies . . . 

Postage, telegrams, cables. 

Printing. 

Translations.. 
Travel and expenses of committee meetings 

Expenses delegates to Maloja . 

Advance expenses delegates to Miirren 

Reference Committee. 
Report Archbishops’ Committee .... 

Special appropriations, honoraria .... 

Miscellaneous bank charges. 

Gardiner Memorial. 

$7,451.19 

1,000.00 

2,688.00 

2,809.40 

558.61 

2,011.42 

2.00 
222.05 

955.95 

1,500.00 

389.61 

35.27 

972.51 

16.23 

510.00 

July 31, 1930. Cash balance 

$16,225.34 

1,000.00 

10,164.15 

$27,389.49 

21,122.24 

$6,267.25 
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Official contributions from Commissions and Churches 

Protestant Episcopal Church in the U.S.A.. $2,500.00 
Church of England in Canada. 330.00 

Episcopal Church in Scotland. 48.00 

Church of Ireland. 121.37 

Church of England. 485.50 

Church of England in India. 75.68 

Presbyterian Church in the U.S.A. 1,000.00 

United Presbyterian Church in America. 100.00 

Presbyterian Church of New Zealand. 96.97 

Presbyterian Church of England. 48.60 

Reformed Church in the United States. 100.00 

United Free Church of Scotland. 121.97 

Reformed Church of Hungary. 25.00 

National Council of Congregational Churches, U.S.A. 250.00 

Congregational Union of England and Wales. 48.46 

United Church of Canada. 200.00 

Church of Norway. 100.00 

Church of Greece. 242.50 

United Lutheran Church in America. 250.00 

Evangelical Lutheran Church in Latvia. 5.00 

Reformed Evangelical Churches of France.. 9.63 

Evangelical Church of Czech Brethren . 24.00 

Church of the Confession of Augsburg. 3.89 

Church of Denmark .. 50.00 

Holy Orthodox Church of Poland. 4.82 

Old Catholic Churches, Europe. 40.00 

German Committee .. 100.00 

Churches of Christ in Great Britain and Ireland. 43.13 

Patriarchate of Alexandria. 48.54 

Waldensian Church, Italy .. 5.00 

General Convention of the Christian Church in the U.S.A. . . . 10.00 

Baptist Union of Great Britain and Ireland. 51.06 

Wesleyan Methodist Conference, England. 121.75 

Wesleyan Methodist Church of South Africa. 58.20 

Methodist Protestant Church in the United States. 25.00 

Methodist Church of Australasia. 242.75 

Welsh Calvinistic Methodist Church .. 24.29 

Total. $7,011.11 
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The Committee directed that a message of sympathy be addressed 

to the Treasurer, absent because of illness, with gratitude for his 

faithful services since the work began in 1910, and with thanks 

to his associates, particularly Miss Mary W. Dobson, for their 

invaluable help. 

A motion with regard to the powers of the Business Committee 

was sent to the Committee of Reference for redrafting and re¬ 

submission. 

Dean Bate for the Committee of Reference presented a report of 

its work together with a pamphlet (No. 64) in which he had sum¬ 

marized the responses from the Churches to the Reports of the 

Lausanne Conference of 1927; this pamphlet, subject to revision 

at the pleasure of Dean Bate in consultation with members 

present at Miirren, was received with thanks for circulation with 

these records. 

The Bishop of Gloucester reported progress by the Committee of 

Theologians in the preparation of memoranda on the Meaning 

of Grace, with the expectation of a fortnight’s meeting in England 

in 1931, to be followed by the publication of a book upon this 

subject. 

Professor Deissmann referred to the work of the Theological 

Commission under his chairmanship in connection with the Stock¬ 

holm movement, expressing their thanks for the cooperation of 

the Bishop of Gloucester and his associates. 

Dr. Wiseman was elected as a permanent member of the Com¬ 

mittee of Reference. 

After prayer by Archbishop Germanos, the Committee adjourned 

at 12.15 p.m. 

At 5 p.m. Archbishop Germanos led the devotions. The Chairman 

reported that, in accordance with resolutions adopted by the 

Lausanne Conference on August 3, 1927, a tablet in memory of 

Robert H. Gardiner, Secretary of the movement from 1910 to his 

death in 1924, had been unveiled on June 8, 1930, in his parish 

church at Gardiner, Maine, U.S.A. 

The following statement, drafted at the request of the Committee 

of Reference, was submitted as material for discussion: 

The purpose of the Faith and Order movement is “the 

clear statement and full consideration of those things in 

which we differ, as well as of those things in which we are 
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at one.” The responses from the Churches to the Re¬ 

ports of the Lausanne Conference of 1927 clearly indi¬ 

cate that, in the judgment of the Churches, the work 

done at Lausanne in pursuance of that purpose was 

invaluable, and that this work should be carried on. 

The Lausanne Reports have received widespread atten¬ 

tion and study, but in most centres the period of that 

study has now come or is soon coming to an end. The 

prospect of another World Conference would greatly 

stimulate the interest of the Churches in the movement, 

would prompt them to renew their appointment of 

representatives, would give a reason for the formation of 

study-groups, and would afford a goal for all concerned. 

With such a prospect in-view, it is believed that money 

for the movement can be found. 

The year 1937 is suggested in the conviction that the 

next World Conference should not be postponed beyond 

the time when a considerable nucleus will still remain of 

members present at Lausanne in 1927. 

The success of the Lausanne Conference of 1927 and the 

economy with which it was held were due in no small 

measure to the hospitality and cooperation of the Muni¬ 

cipality and the people of Lausanne. The local Recep¬ 

tion Committee in 1926 and 1927 acquired invaluable 

experience which is very cordially placed at our disposal 

if we wish to meet in Lausanne again. Your General 

Secretary has been authorized to extend to you this 

invitation. 

RALPH W. BROWN 

i General Secretary 

After an extended discussion it was 

Voted: that a second World Conference be held, and that 

a decision with regard to its date be postponed until the 

last day of this meeting. 

Voted: that the Continuation Committee receives with 

pleasure the cordial invitation from Lausanne. It is not 

yet possible to fix the place of meeting, but the Commit¬ 

tee assures those extending the invitation that it will re¬ 

ceive the most appreciative consideration. 
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Professor Siegmund-Schultze spoke on the organization of the 

work in Germany, and Dr. Tatlow on the possibilities of coopera¬ 

tion on the part of the Student Christian movement. 

A motion by Professor Arseniew with regard to testimony at the 

annual meetings concerning the spiritual experience of the 

various churches was sent to the Committee of Reference. 

Fr. Monahan spoke of the need for an organization in Great 

Britain to bring lay people into the movement. 

A motion by Dr. Keller with regard to work in theological 

seminaries was held over till the following morning. 

After prayer by Dr. Garrett the Committee adjourned at 7 f.m. 

At 9 p.m. a meeting was held in order to give an opportunity to 

those members of the Committee who in 1929 had taken part in 

a conference of representative German theologians at Waldenburg 

on the Church in the New Testament, to acquaint the Committee 

in general with the purport of that discussion. The meeting was 

opened with prayer by Dr. Dibelius. The subject was then 

introduced by Dr. Zoellner, who spoke of the Church and the 

Word of God, the Church in relation to tradition, the Church 

visible and invisible, and the Church as a living organism rather 

than an organization; and, while indicating certain changes of 

outlook now discernible in Germany, made clear the relation of 

the conceptions outlined by him to the work and hopes of Lau¬ 

sanne. After some discussion in which Dr. Lang took part, Dr. 

Zoellner made a brief reply, and the meeting was closed with 

prayer and the blessing by the Chairman. 
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AUGUST 28, 1930 

At 9.30 a.m. the devotions were led by Dr. Zoellner. 

Voted: that this Committee recommend to theological 

faculties and seminaries to include in their programme 

regular courses on the ecumenical movements and on 

the life and mutual relations of the Churches (Kirchen- 

kunde). 

Dr. Monod emphasized the need for a bibliography for the use of 

professors and students in this field, and Prof. Zankow the need 

for publications suited to young people; he recommended that a 

special committee on youth be appointed. 

Dr. Boulgakoff spoke on the work of the Fellowship of St. Alban 

and St. Sergius, which had conducted four Russian-English 

student conferences since 1927, with one arranged for 1931 upon 

the Church. 

Dr. Visser’t Hooft spoke concerning the interest of members of 

the World Student Christian Federation and of the International 

Y.M.C.A. in the ecumenical movements and in the Church itself. 

Dr. Barbour discussed the possibilities of cooperation with the 

Youth Committee of the Life and Work movement. Miss Adams 

described the work of the World’s Y.W.C.A. for the education of 

young women in this field. 

Professor Deissmann introduced a memorandum concerning 

Federation and Dr. Wiseman a motion with regard to Inter¬ 

communion, both of which were held over. 

The minutes of the first two sessions were distributed and ap¬ 

proved. 

After prayer by Professor Choisy, the Committee adjourned at 

12.15 p.m. 

At 5 p.m. Bishop Perry led the devotions. There was a general 

discussion bearing upon the choice of subjects for the next World 

Conference and upon the scope and purpose of the movement. 

The Chairman referred to the spirit of the Lambeth Conference 

of 1930 in this connection. 

After prayer by Dr. Merrill the Committee adjourned at 7 p.m. 
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AUGUST 29, 1930 

At 9.30 A.M. Dr. Monod led the devotions. Further statements 

concerning the work done by the Lambeth Conference of 1930 

were made by the Bishop of Gloucester and by Dr. Bartlet. 

Dr. Lofthouse described the attitude of the Wesleyan Methodist 

Conference in England to the outlook in South India. 

Dr. Boulgakoff spoke concerning the interest of a recent convo¬ 

cation of Russian churchmen in Paris in the Lausanne proceed¬ 

ings, and concerning the sufferings of the Russian Church. 

Bishop Parsons reported that, in consequence of a proposal made 

originally by Bishop Brent, a useful conference had been held at 

Atlantic City in June 1930 on Christian morality as related to 

organic unity, attended by representatives of the Presbyterian 

Church in the U.S.A., the Methodist Episcopal Church and the 

American Episcopal Church. 

On behalf of the young men present as visitors, Professor Hsu and 

Mr. Derick Sanders reported discussions at a meeting held by 

them the previous evening as to the objects and methods of the 

Faith and Order movement, with assurances of their active 

interest in its future. 

A first draft of subjects for the next World Conference under the 

general heading “The Church in the purpose of God,” together 

with suggestions made in discussion, was referred to the Com¬ 

mittee of Reference for report to the Continuation Committee in 

1931. The draft in its preliminary form will be found on p. 20 

of this pamphlet. 

It was reported that the General Secretary had leased head¬ 

quarters at 57 rue de Lausanne, Geneva, Switzerland, for carrying 

on his work, the rental being more than covered by a saving in 

rental at Boston resulting from a reduction of office space there. 

Permission was voted to him to retain both offices for the present, 

one in Boston and one in Geneva; to attend meetings of the Busi¬ 

ness Committee in New York and of the Continuation Committee 

and Committee of Reference wherever convened, and to apportion 

his time between Boston and Geneva as might seem best in the 

interests of the secretarial work. 

After prayer by the Archbishop of York the Committee ad¬ 

journed at 12.30 p.m. 
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At 2 p.m. Dr. Lofthouse led the devotions. 

Voted: that the Continuation Committee meet August 

18 to 21, 1931, at a suitable place in England, the choice 

of place being left to the Committee of Reference with 

power.* 

On behalf of the Committee of Theologians, Dr. Whitley made 

the following statement of plans, which was received and ordered 

entered on the records: 

The Theological Committee will have all its memoranda 

on the Meaning of Grace under consideration before the 

close of 1930; all but four are already lodged and circu¬ 

lated. Every author will revise his first draft in the light 

of comments by fellow-members, and second drafts will 

be lodged by March 31, 1931. These will be in English, 

though notes may be in other languages. The second 

drafts will be printed, and proofs circulated to all mem¬ 

bers by the end of July 1931. There will be oral dis¬ 

cussion of these at a meeting in England August 4—17, 

1931. A General Introduction will be drawn up at this 

meeting. Third drafts will be delivered to the secretary 

authenticated by the authors, and the volume will be 

published by the Student Christian Movement. The 

Committee of Theologians as a whole will be responsible 

for the Introduction; each author bears the responsibility 

for his own memorandum. A German edition will be 

issued by the Furche-Verlag. 

After a discussion continued from an earlier session, it was 

Voted: that the next World Conference on Faith and 

Order be convened not later than 1937, and that the 

question of its date be referred to the Committee of 

Reference for report. 

Upon nomination by the Committee of Reference, Miss Charlotte 

H. Adams and Dr. W. A. Visser ’t Hooft were elected as members 

of the Continuation Committee. 

Voted: that this Committee urges upon its members to 

initiate, or (where this has been already done) to 

♦The Continuation Committee will meet at the First Conference Estate, High 

Leigh, half an hour’s ride from London; the railway point is Hoddesdon, 

Herts. 
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strengthen, organizations resting on the basis of the 

Lausanne Conference, with a view to creating interest 

in and gathering support for the Faith and Order move¬ 

ment ; and that the governing bodies of the Churches be 

asked to recommend such organizations to their members. 

That this Committee recommends that such organiza¬ 

tions should give special attention to movements among 

younger people with a view to securing the interest of 

younger men and women. The Committee expresses 

the pleasure with which it has welcomed some younger 

members of various nations and churches. 

That Canon Tatlow be asked to form a committee con¬ 

sisting of representatives of young people’s movements 

with a view to promoting the same object. 

Voted: that the Committee sends friendliest greetings 

to the Archbishop of Upsala. 

Voted: that Dean Bate be and is requested to prepare a 

bibliography, particularly for the use of theological pro¬ 

fessors and students in this field. 

Upon nomination by the Committee of Reference, the following 

were appointed to confer with representatives of the World 

Alliance and the Life and Work Committee as to the mutual 

relations of the three movements, and to report to the Continua¬ 

tion Committee: 

Rev. Alfred E. Monahan, M.A. 

Rev. S. Parkes Cadman, D.D. 

Prof. Eugene Choisy, D.D. 

Prof. Dr. Stefan Zankow 

Voted: that the Business Committee be, and hereby is, 

empowered, until the next meeting of the Continuation 

Committee, to act as its finance and executive committee, 

and to make disbursements, and do all other things 

which are necessary or desirable In order to give effect 

to the resolutions of the Continuation Committee. 

Voted: that, at the discretion of the Committee of Refer¬ 

ence, part of the time at meetings of the Continuation 

Committee be given to the discussion of one of the sub¬ 

jects, or of part of one subject, proposed for considera¬ 

tion at the next World Conference, with testimony from 

the various churches concerning their spiritual experience 
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as related to that subject, and that the Committee of 

Reference announce in the early winter the subject to 

be dealt with at the next meeting. 

The Very Rev. W. j. Margetson, M.A., was elected as a member 

of the Continuation Committee. 

A communication presented by Archbishop Dionysios on behalf 

of the Synod of Bishops of the Orthodox Church in Poland, urging 

that the faith of the Holy Eastern Orthodox Church be studied 

in detail and that a comparison be drawn between it and the 

teaching of other Christian bodies, was received and referred to 

the Committee of Reference. 

Voted: that the Committee express their sincere 

gratitude to Sir Henry Lunn for the generosity which has 

enabled them to meet at Miirren under conditions so de¬ 

lightful and so conducive to the efficient conduct of 

their business. 

Voted: that the Committee express to their General 

Secretary their warm thanks for his continued and 

devoted labor in the service of the Committee. 

A tribute of appreciation was paid to Pastor Sasse for his in¬ 

valuable work as interpreter and translator during these sessions. 

Dr. Gavin reported work done and conferences held by the Theo¬ 

logical Committee of the Commission of the American Episcopal 

Church. Bishop Oldham continued the previous discussion of 

the recent Lambeth Conference. 

By a rising vote the Committee manifested their gratitude to the 

Archbishop of York for his leadership at Miirren. 

The Chairman requested each member to publish in religious 

periodicals news of the movement and the plans for the next 

World Conference. 

After devotions led by the Archbishop of York the Committee 

stood adjourned at 4 p.m. 

WILLIAM EBOR: 
Chairman 

H. N. BATE 
Chairman of the Committee of Reference 

RALPH W. BROWN 
General Secretary 
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PRELIMINARY DRAFT OF A PROGRAMME FOR THE SECOND 

WORLD CONFERENCE ON FAITH AND ORDER, REFERRED WITH 

FURTHER SUGGESTIONS TO THE COMMITTEE OF REFERENCE 

FOR CONSIDERATION AND REPORT 

General subject: 

THE CHURCH IN THE PURPOSE OF GOD 

1. The Church and the Word. 

2. The Church and the World. 

3. The Meaning of Grace: 

(a) Grace and the Church. 

(b) Grace and the Ministry. 

(c) Grace and the Sacraments. 

4. The Church’s fellowship in life and worship: 

(a) The life of the Church as expressed in the 

Holy Communion. 

(b) The Communion of Saints. 

(c) The Church and the Churches: including such 

questions as those affecting Intercommunion, 

Federation, etc. 

Suggestions concerning this programme should be addressed to the Very Rev. 

H. N. Bate, M.A., The Deanery, Hadleigh, Suffolk, England, for the Commit- 
tee of Reference. 
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CONTINUATION COMMITTEE 
of the World Conference on Faith and Order 

formed at Lausanne, Switzerland, in August 1927. 
Corrected to September 1, 1930. 

OFFICERS 

Chairman: Most Rev. William Temple, D.D., Archbishop of 

York, Bishopthorpe, York, England. 

Vice-Chairman: Rev. Alfred E. Garvie, D.D., New College, 

Hampstead, London, N.W.3, England. 

Treasurer: George Zabriskie, D.C.L., 49 Wall Street, New York 

City, U.S.A. 

General Secretary: Ralph W. Brown, P.O. Box 226, Boston, Mass., 

U.S.A. 

Associate Vice-Chairmen 

Prof.D.Dr. Adolf Deissmann, Prinzregentenstrasse 6, Berlin- 

Wilmersdorf, Germany. 

Most Rev. Metropolitan Germanos, Archbishop of Thyateira, 

20 Newton Road, Bayswater, London, W.2, England. 

Pastor Charles Merle d’Aubign6, D.D., 126 rue Perronet, Neuilly- 

sur-Seine, France. 

Most Rev. Nathan Soderblom, D.D., Archbishop of Upsala, 

Sweden. 

Rev. J. Ross Stevenson, D.D., Princeton, NJ., U.S.A. 

MEMBERS 

Prof. W. J. Aalders, Dr.theol., University of Groningen, Nether¬ 

lands. 

Miss Charlotte H. Adams, 600 Lexington Avenue, New York 

City, U.S.A. 

Rev. Peter Ainslie, D.D., 230 North Fulton Avenue, Baltimore, 

Md., U.S.A. 

Prof. Hamilcar S. Alivisatos, D.th., 27 Voulis, Athens, Greece. 

Rev.Prof. Nicholas Arseniew, Kronprinzenstrasse 4, Konigsberg, 

Prussia, Germany. 
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Rev. Robert A. Ashworth, D.D., 1124 East 52nd Street, 

Chicago, III., U.S.A. 

Rev. Henry A. Atkinson, D.D., 70 Fifth Avenue, New York 

City, U.S.A. 

Rev. M. E. Aubrey, M.A., Baptist Church House, Southampton 

Row, London, W.C.l, England. 

Rev. Gustaf E. H. Aulen, D.D., University, Lund, Sweden. 

Rev. Robert Bagnell, D.D., 216 State Street, Harrisburg, Pa., 

U.S.A. 

*Rev. Harold N. Baker, M.A., St. Thomas’ Rectory, North 

Sydney, N.S.W., Australia. Alternate for Bishop White. 

Rt.Rev.Mgr. K. Balakian, D.D., 80 avenue Pereire, Asnieres- 

sur-Seine, France. 

Most Rev. Metropolitan Nicolea Balan, D.D., Sibiiu, Tran¬ 

sylvania, Rumania. 

*Rev. John J. Banninga, D.D., Pasumalai, South India. 

President Clarence A. Barbour, D.D., 180 Hope Street, Provi¬ 

dence, R.I., U.S.A. 

George F. Barbour, D.PhiL, Fincastle, Pitlochry, Scotland. 

Rev. J. Vernon Bartlet, D.D., 35 Museum Road, Oxford, Eng¬ 

land. 

Very Rev. H. N. Bate, M.A., Deanery, Hadleigh, Suffolk, 

England. 

Pastor Miner Lee Bates, LL.D., Gordon Street Church of Christ, 

Kinston, N.C., U.S.A. 

Rt. Rev. Bishop Berggrav, D.D., Tromso, Norway. 

*Rev. John C. Blair, M.A., Mission House, Rajkot, Kathiawar, 

India. 

*Rev. Ahva J. C. Bond, D.D., Plainfield, N.J., U.S.A. 

Rev.Fr. Sergius Boulgakoff, D.D., 93 rue de Crimea, Paris XIX, 

France. 

*Rev. Erasmo Braga, D.D., rua 1 de Marco 6-2, Rio de Janeiro, 

Brazil. 

Rev. George A. Brandelle, D.D., 708 21st Street, Rock Island, 

Ill., U.S.A. 

Very Rev. Yngve Brilioth, D.D., Dean of Lund, Sweden. 

Rev. William Adams Brown, D.D., Broadway at 120th Street, ' 

New York City, U.S.A. 

Prof. Emil Brunner, Klusdorfli 12, Zurich 7, Switzerland. 

*Correspondmg member. 
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Rev. S. Parkes Cadman, D.D., 64 Jefferson Avenue, Brooklyn, 

N.Y., U.S.A. 

Rev. Bishop James Cannon, Jr., D.D., 52 Bliss Building, Wash¬ 

ington, D.C., U.S.A. 

Rev. Samuel H. Chester, D.D., Box 330, Nashville, Tenn., U.S.A. 

Rt.Rev. the Bishop of Chichester, The Palace, Chichester, 

England. 

Prof. Eugene Choisy, D.D., avenue Galas 4, Champel, Geneva, 

Switzerland. 

*His Holiness the Metropolitan Chrysostom, Athens, Greece. 

Rt.Rev. the Bishop of Croydon, Croydon, England. 

Rev.Prof. R. Davidson, D.D., Victoria University, Queen’s 

Park, Toronto, Out . Canada. 

Judge Alexis deBoer, LL.D., Zoltan ucca 6, IV, Budapest V, 

Hungary. 

D.Dr. Otto Dibelius, Generalsuperintendent der Kurmark, 

Kaiser Wilhelmstrasse 11 A, Berlin-Steglitz, Germany. 

*Most Rev. the Metropolitan of Warsaw and all Poland, Diony- 

sios, Zygmuntowska 13, Warsaw, Poland. 

Rev. Charles Harold Dodd, M.A., Mansfield College, Oxford, 

England. 

*Rt.Rev. the Bishop of Domakal, Bornaka!, Deccan, India. 

Most Rev. the Archbishop of Dublin, The Palace, Shrewsbury 

Road, Dublin, Ireland. 

General Bishop Busan Fajnor, D.D., Modra, Czechoslovakia. 

*Rev. j. R. Fiddian, M.Sc., Kerang, Victoria, Australia. 

Dr. Alfred C. Garrett, S301 Old York Road, Logan, Pa., U.S.A. 

Rev.Prof. Frank Gavin, Th.D., 2 Chelsea Square, New York 

City, U.S.A. 

Rt.Rev. the Bishop of Gloucester, The Palace, Gloucester, 

England. 

Prof. Nicholas Glubokowsky, D.D., Duchovna Akademija, 

Sofia, Bulgaria. 

Rev. Henry L. Goudge, D.D., Christ Church, Oxford, England. 

President William Allen Harper, D.D., E!on College, N.C., 

U.S.A. 

Rev. Bishop William H. Heard, D.D., 438 North 53rd Street, 

Philadelphia, Pa., U.S.A. 

Carl Heath, Friends House, Euston Road, London, N.W.l, 

England. 
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Prof.D.Dr. Friedrich Heiler, Moltkestrasse 19, Marburg-Lahn, 
Germany. 

Prof.D.Dr. Heinrich Hermelink, Barfussertor 17, Marburg-Lahn, 
Germany. 

Rt.Rev. Peter Hognestad, D.D., Bergen, Norway. 

Rev. Albert T. Holden, C.B.E., B.A., 73 Walpole Street, Kew, 
Victoria, Australia. 

Rt.Rev. the Bishop of Honduras, Bishopthorpe, Belize, British 
Honduras. 

*Rev. Yoichiro Inagaki, D.D., 1612 Ikebukuro, Tokyo, japan. 

Rt.Rev. Irenaus, D.D., Bishop of Novi Sad, Serbia. 

Prof. James A. James, LL.D., Northwestern University, Evan¬ 
ston, Ill., U.S.A. 

Bishop D. Paul Th. Jensen, Herrnhut, Saxony, Germany. 

Pastor Jules Jezequel, 3 rue Desrenaudes, Paris XVII, France. 

Prof. Andre Jundt, 10 rue Ernest Renan, Issy-Seine, France. 

Rev. Adolf Keller, D.D., 2 rue Mont-Choisy, Geneva, Switzer¬ 
land. 

Prof. Eliza H. Kendrick, 6 Midland Road, Wellesley, Mass 
U.S.A. 

Landesbischof D. August Kortheuer, Wiesbaden, Germany. 

Rt.Rev. Adolf Kiiry, D.D., Willadingweg 39, Berne, Switzerland. 

Prof.D. August Lang, Domplatz 3, Halle a.S., Germany. 

Rev. Aleksi Lehtonen, D.D., Apollo-k.l, Helsingfors, Finland. 

Prof.Dr. Geza Lencz, Debrecen, Hungary. Alternate for Judge 
deBoer. 

*Rev. Timothy Tingfang Lew, Ph.D., Yenching University, 
Yenching, China. 

Rev. Jonas Lindskog, D.D., Brannkyrka, Alvsjo, Stockholm, 
Sweden. 

Rev. William F. Lofthouse, D.D., Endciiffe Cottage, Friary 

Road, Handsworth, Birmingham, England. 

Sir Henry Lunn, M.D., 5 Endsleigh Gardens, London, W.C.l, 
England. 

Rev. Frederick Lynch, D.D., 70 Fifth Avenue, New York City, 

U.S.A. Alternate for Dr. Atkinson. 

John H. MacCracken, LL.D., 15 E. 83rd Street, New York City 
U.S.A. 
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Rt.Rev. William T. Manning, D.D., Bishop of New York, Synod 

House, Amsterdam Avenue and 110th Street, New York City, 
U.S.A. 

Rev.Prof. W. Manson, D.D., 121 Kilmaurs Terrace, Edinburgh, 

Scotland. 

Very Rev. W. j. Margetson, M.A., IS Douglas Crescent, Edin¬ 

burgh, Scotland. 

Rev. Principal Alexander Martin, D.D., New College, Mound, 

Edinburgh, Scotland. 

Rev. Bishop Francis J. McConnell, D.D., ISO Fifth Avenue, 

New York City, U.S.A. 

Rev. Bishop William F. McDowell, D.D., 2107 Wyoming Ave¬ 

nue, N.W., Washington, D.C., U.S.A. 

Pastor Francois Mejan, 47 rue de Clichy, Paris IX, France. 

Alternate for Pastor Monnier. 

Prof. Fernand Menegoz, 3 rue St. Thomas, Strasburg, Alsace, 

France. 

Rev.Prof. George Milligan, D.D., 2 University Gardens, Glas¬ 

gow, Scotland. 

Rev. Alfred E. Monahan, M.A., Vicarage, Monmouth, Wales. 

Rev.Prof. Henri Monnier, 1 rue Denis Poisson, Paris XVII, 

France. 

Prof. Wilfred Monod, D.D., 6 Square Port Royal, Paris XIII, 

France. 

Rt.Rev. the Bishop of Montreal, 1444 Union Avenue, Montreal, 

Canada. 

Rev. Bishop John M. Moore, D.D., 1308 Commerce Street, 

Dallas, Texas, U.S.A. 

Rev. T. Albert Moore, D.D., 421 Wesley Building, Toronto,' 

Canada. 

*Rt.Rev. James Okey Nash, D.D., S Belmont Avenue, Capetown, 

South Africa. 

Rev. Bishop John L. Nuelsen, D.D., 82 Hinterberg, Zurich, 

Switzerland. 

Rt.Rev. Harald Ostenfeld, D.D., 11 Norregade, Copenhagen, 

Denmark. 

Rev. Albert W. Palmer, D.D., 5827 Blackstone Avenue, Chicago, 

Ill., U.S.A. 

Rt.Rev. Edwin James Palmer, D.D., 3 Heathville Road, Glou¬ 

cester, England. 
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Rt.Rev. Edward L. Parsons, D.D., 1215 Sacramento Street, San 

Francisco, Cal., U.S.A. 

Rev. William Paton, Edinburgh House, Eaton Gate, London, 

S.W.l, England. 

K. T. Paul, B.A., The Thottam, Salem, South India. 

Rt.Rev. James DeWolf Perry, D.D., 32 Westminster Street, 

Providence, R.I., U.S.A. 

Prof.D.Dr. Karl Prohle, Sopron, Hungary. Alternate for Bishop 

von Raffay. 

Rt.Rev. Alexander von Raffay, D.D., De&k-ter 4, Budapest IV, 
Hungary. 

Ven. A. E. j. Rawlinson, D.D., College, Durham, England. 

Rev. George W. Richards, D.D., Lancaster, Pa., U.S.A. 

Dr. J. A. Rust, Lange Nieuwstraat 3, Utrecht, Netherlands. 

Hon. Lord Sands, D.D., 4 Heriot Row, Edinburgh, Scotland. 

Pfarrer Lie. Hermann Sasse, Bischofstr. 4-5, Berlin C2, Ger¬ 
many. 

Rev. M. G. G. Scherer, D.D., 39 East 35th Street, New York 

City, U.S.A. 

Praelat D. Scholl, Alter Postplatz 4, Stuttgart, Germany. 

Prof.D. Friedrich Siegmund-Schultze, Fruchtstrasse 64, II, 

Berlin 0.17, Germany. 

Rev. P. Carnegie Simpson, D.D., Westminster College, Cam¬ 

bridge, England. 

* Rev. William B. Smiley, D.D., 397 Ohio Avenue, Rochester, Pa., 
U.S.A. 

Rev. Edmund D. Soper, D.D., Ohio Wesleyan University, 

Delaware, Ohio, U.S.A. 

Mrs. Edwin Allen Stebbins, 935 East Avenue, Rochester, N.Y., 
U.S.A. 

Rt.Rev. Rotislav Stejskal, Th.D., Olomouc, Czechoslovakia. 

Rev. Canon Tissington Tatlow, D.D., Annandale, North End 

Road, London, N.W.ll, England. 

Prof. Ernest Trice Thompson, D.D., Union Theological Semi¬ 

nary, Richmond, Va., U.S.A. Alternate for Dr. Chester. 

Pastor Niels B. Thvedt, B.D., Keysersgate 13, III, Oslo, Nor¬ 

way. Alternate for Bishop Hognestad. 

Rev. Floyd W. Tomkins, Jr., 217 South 20th Street, Phila¬ 

delphia, Pa., U.S.A. 
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Rt.Rev. Leon Tourian, D.D., 229 Upper Brook Street, Man¬ 

chester, England. 

Dr. W. A. Visser't Hooft, 13 rue Calvin, Geneva, Switzerland. 

Rev. E. W. Watson, D.D., Christ Church, Oxford, England. 

Rt.Rev. Gilbert White, D.D., “Selborne,” Epping, N.S.W., 

Australia. 

Rev. W. T. Whitley, LL.D., 18 New London Road, Chelmsford, 

Essex, England. 

Rev. F. Luke Wiseman, D.D., 1 Central Buildings, West¬ 

minster, London, S.W.l, England. 

Prof.D.Dr. Georg Wobbermln, Nikolausberger Weg 66, Gott¬ 

ingen, Germany. 

*Rev. David Z. T. Yui, Litt.D., 20 Museum Road, Shanghai, 

China. 

Prof.Dr. Stefan Zankow, PI. Ste. Nedelja 22, Sofia, Bulgaria. 

D. Wilhelm Zoellner, Generalsuperintendent von Westfalen, 

Kaiser Wilhelmring 7, Munster, Germany. 

*Rev. Samuel M. Zwemer, D.D., 48 Mercer Street, Princeton, 
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The Continuation Committee has 

31 members in the British Isles 
42 in North America 
53 on the continent of Europe 
14 in other parts 

140 members in all 
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THE PLACE OF THE 

WORLD CONFERENCE ON FAITH AND ORDER 

IN THE OECUMENICAL MOVEMENT 

By the Rt. Rev. Edwin James Palmer, D.D. 

(formerly Bishop of Bombay) 

Substance of an address delivered August 28, 1930, at Mfirren, Switzerland, at 
the meeting of the Continuation Committee of the Lausanne Conference of 1927. 

The Oecumenical Movement is one of the realities of our day. 
It is that general movement in the hearts of Christians which impels 
them to return to the conception of the Church as the one hope 
of consolidating the power of Christianity in face of the opposition 
of the world, or, rather, as the one means of giving Christ the 
opportunity, which He desires, of saving the world in our age. It is 
a movement which is founded on the belief that the Church is the 
one Church, and impels men to reestablish, little by little, as they 
are able, and in many fields, the unity of the Church — and not 
only reestablish it, but also to strive to make it more complete 
than ever. 

Such is the Oecumenical Movement. What is the relation of our 
Lausanne movement to it? It is not, itself, the Oecumenical Move¬ 
ment. There is the Stockholm Movement, which also belongs to the 
Oecumenical Movement. There are the many movements for union 
between different Churches, some of which originated before our 
Lausanne Movement (like the long process of the reunion of the 
Presbyterians in Scotland) and none of which is conducted by our 
Movement or arranged through its agency. 

No, we are not the Oecumenical Movement, but a wing of that 
Movement. We have a part in it. What then is our part in it? 

When we were preparing for the Lausanne Conference of 1927, 
we used to say that the Conference was not concerned with the 
last step before union, but with the last step but one. I submit that 
this should still be our governing conception. 

The last step before union is action, and that belongs to the 
Churches themselves. The last step but one is thinking, on which 
that action may be founded, and that thinking belongs to us. 

We may support this view by another consideration. We must 
still recognise that we disagree seriously and widely among our¬ 
selves. That is favourable to thinking. One can never be sure that 
one has reached truth till one has heard, and appreciated, every¬ 
thing that can be said on a matter. But such disagreement makes 



action difficult, if not impossible. Indeed one may say roughly that 
important action can only be carried through by men who are 
agreed. 

It is essential for the success of our Movement itself that we 
should adhere closely to our own functions. We must leave every¬ 
thing executive or administrative to the Churches. All such action 
belongs to them. We must leave their jurisdiction intact. We 
must.leave to them initiative as well as accomplishment in schemes 
of union. If we give the Churches the impression that we are trying 
to push them into this or that line of action, we shall simply lose the 
Churches, and break up our Movement. 

But there is still much to do on the line of preparatory coopera¬ 
tive thinking. 

Our age has been marked by the growth of scientific thinking, 
with its unwillingness to neglect any relevant evidence, its im¬ 
partialityits rigorous honesty, its confidence that truth can be 
obtained, if sought diligently and patiently. This spirit of scientific 
research has already begun to affect theology and the sciences which 
minister to it. This is a good omen for our work. 

Last night we had a brilliant exposition from Generalsuperin- 
tendent Dr. Zoellner of a piece of cooperative thinking done by the 
German Committee in an eight days’ meeting at Waldenburg. It 
was the most interesting speech made at our meeting here. I shall 
remember it as long as I live. It set forth a new direction of German 
thought with regard to the Church; the direction which, if followed, 
will bring Christians much closer together. 

Dr. Zoellner described the process three times over as an XJm- 
schwung. I venture to translate Umschwung into Greek by the word 
fisrdviua, or change of mind. This is the one essential condition for 
any real advance towards the unity of the Church. We must all be 
willing to change our minds, and some, if not all, must actually 
change them in some respects. Only so can that amount of agree¬ 
ment be reached which is necessary for important common action.* 

From this point I can pass to consider the various suggestions 
for the programme of the next World Conference on Faith and 
Order. 

♦This sentence appears to have been misunderstood by one subsequent 
speaker. It seems therefore worth while to add that the reconciliation of different 
views may take two principal lines: one, that in which it becomes clear that a view 
different from that of some or all the parties is right and the other views or all the 
present views wrong. What is necessary then is an actual adoption of a new view 
on the part of some or all of the parties. The other line of reconciliation is when 
it comes to be seen that (usually not simply two, but) three or four different views 
can be accepted with more or less certainty as necessary parts of the whole truth 
or the whole life as it is in Christ. All must then change their minds, so as to 
regard the others’ views as ultimately reconcilable, even if they cannot now state 
the reconciliation to their own satisfaction. Such an acceptance is shown by 
their ceasing from controversial opposition to the other views, and from per¬ 
secution of their advocates. Those who have attained to this view regard 
themselves and their former antagonists as the different-coloured rays that make 
up the light of God’s truth. People can unite in action if they have come to have 
the same views, or have come to believe that their differing views are mutually 
complementary: they cannot happily unite while they believe their views to be 
mutually destructive. 



1. For my own part I am inclined to put first the nature of the 
Church. The fact that we considered this subject at Lausanne in 
1927 is no objection to this suggestion. For then we registered 
marked divergences of view. These divergences are of the sort that 
really impede action. For instance those who believe only in the 
unity of the invisible Church will never exert themselves to achieve 
any unity between the visible Churches. The Germans at Walden- 
burg had recognised the necessity of rehandling the subject, and they 
approached it by the method of considering “The Church in the 
New Testament in relation to the present day.’’ Dr. Zoellner 
sketched in his admirable speech the three great contrasts which 
they explored: (a) was preaching primary and Church secondary, 
or Church primary and preaching secondary in the history of the 
days of our Lord and His Apostles? (b) the Church visible or in¬ 
visible? (c) the Church an organisation or an organism? No such 
clearness about the issues was reached at Lausanne. If it came to 
be agreed that the Church is an organism of divine plan, and not an 
organisation invented and indefinitely changeable by man, it is not 
too much to say that it would give at once an agreed direction to all 
unity movements. Therefore because it is felt that we did not 
complete our work on the nature of the Church in Lausanne in 1927, 
and because we need agreement on this subject more than on any 
other in order to serve as a foundation for action,— for both these 
reasons I propose it as a part of our programme. 

2. The Committee of Theologians have chosen for their first task 
the consideration of the Meaning of Grace. If I may be permitted 
to say so, I think the choice is correct, and the ground they have 
given us for the choice is correct also. For we found at Lausanne 
that the differences which we had to record both about the Sacra¬ 
ments and about the Ministry could almost always be traced back 
to differences in our conceptions of Grace. I therefore ask for the 
inclusion of that subject in the Agenda. 

3. It has been said (and I agree) that we ought to have ready to 
present to the Conference a new historical treatment of the origin 
of the ministry of the Church and of the Episcopate in particular. 
For my own part, I think that the opinions of unprejudiced and 
uepartisan scholars following scientific methods of history are tend¬ 
ing nearer to agreement in this matter. Unless further documents 
are discovered, the evidence for the period previous to the last 
quarter of the second century is so fragmentary, that actual demon¬ 
strative proof cannot be expected. But I anticipate a time when 
impartial scholars will admit that this fragmentary evidence, points 
to a probability quite as strong as supports many assumptions of 
history which we habitually regard as facts. 

About these three main subjects there is no doubt that they 
belong to the province of this Movement of ours, and are suitable 
for our Agenda. I must now consider, upon the principles which I 
have sketched out, two other subjects mentioned in our debate, 
which have not so clear a claim to a place in our Conference dis¬ 

cussions. 

4. Federation. Dr. Deissmann has made a weighty and inter¬ 
esting speech on Federation of Churches, and believes that we must 



discuss this subject at the coming Conference. I agree but subject 
only to certain distinctions being made. Much confusion at present 
ragns about the meaning of federation and particularly of federation 
o, Churches. Tms it is quite within our province to clear up and 
when we have cleared it up, we might rightly ask “What kinds of 
federation will be conducive to the ultimate unity of the Church and 
under what conditions will they be so? ” I submit that we have no 
'If :t f° i.-!C question in the form “Is the next step towards 
Churcn unity federation? That is an executive question — conse¬ 
quently it is for the Churches and not for us. But let us by all means 
consider the meaning of federation, its different species, and the 
conditions under which it may prepare for, or hinder, the unity at 
whicn we aim. 

5. Intercommunion. Very much the same line should be taken 
1 believe, about^the subject of Intercommunion. The interest in it 
is so great that it is certain to be brought up. The question which 
we have now to consider is, how it ought to be handled? It is clearly 
within our province to define intercommunion. Part of the present 
trouble arises from the vague way in which the word is used. Beyond 
tms we could profitably and rightly discuss, What are the conditions 
which make intercommunion between Churches and groups of 
Churches justifiable and regular? Then further, Are there condi¬ 
tions when occasional or partial intercommunion is justifiable? But- 
such a formulation of the subject as “General intercommunion 
between all Christian Churches ought to be immediately adopted ” 
would oe outside our province. .This is an administrative matter and 
belongs to the Churches. The most that belongs to us is to show 
that when certain conditions are fulfilled, intercommunion between 
Churches may (or ought to) follow, and to leave the Churches to 
decide whether such conditions are actually fulfilled in their re¬ 
spective cases. 

To this general outline of the Agenda, I wish to append a remark 
on a different plane. The Conference ought to be for work, for 
serious discussion, for cooperative thinking, for the whole-hearted 
attempt to reach new reconciling positions. It ought not to be con¬ 
ceived as a demonstration. Yet during the Conference we should 
provide occasions for making a demonstration to the unmoved world 
about the necessity of unity. We should find times and means for 
putting once more and more forcibly than ever — our conviction 
that our Lord wishes and needs that His body should be really and 
effectively one in every way that belongs to a true organism, that 
He in it and through it may go forth to the saving of the world, and 
that the world may see and believe that the goodness of God is 
reaching out to it through Him and His one Church. 

Edwin James Palmer 

*Br. Beissmann rose later in the debate, and declared himself entirely in 
agreement with these observations of Br. Palmer’s. 
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REPORT ON THE RESPONSES FROM THE 

CHURCHES TO THE LAUSANNE REPORTS, 

PRESENTED TO THE COMMITTEE AT MfjRREN, 

AUGUST, 1930. 

The bulletins circulated from time to time by the Secretariat have 

given full information as to action taken or contemplated by the 

constituent Churches of the Conference of 1927 with reference to 

the Lausanne Reports. Some of the Churches which have re¬ 

ceived these Reports are still considering them and have not yet 

made any full response. But the material now available for 

review includes responses more or less complete, and other state¬ 

ments, emanating from some thirty Churches, varying widely in 

their history and theological position. It is therefore possible to 

give a summary account of the matter which thus comes before 

the Continuation Committee at the present time, in the confidence 

that while it does not yet represent the full judgment of even a 

majority of the communions which took part in the work of 

Lausanne, it is sufficiently representative for the purposes of a 

general preliminary survey. 

The following is an account of the sources upon which this survey 

is based: 

Among the Orthodox Eastern Churches, a friendly preliminary 

response has been received from the Patriarchate of Alexandria; 

we have a response from the Bishops of the Old Catholics; from the 

Anglican Communion we have the Report* of the English Arch¬ 

bishops’ Committee, which was presented to the Lambeth Con¬ 

ference of 1930.f We still await the response of the Episcopal 

Church in the TJ.S.A. From Lutheran sources we have the reply 

of the United Lutheran Church in America, and the Evangelical 

Lutheran Church of France, full and detailed responses from the 

Church of Norway and the Swedish Committee, and also an 

*Press and Publications Board, Church Assembly, London, 3s. 

f The Encyclical Letter, Resolutions and Committees’ Reports of the Lambeth 

Conference of 1930 (S.P.C.K., London, 2s.6d.) are now available for study, but 

could not be adequately noticed here. 
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Opinion from the German Committee, and from the Church of 

the Confession of Augsburg; from Reformed and Presbyterian 

Churches, we have certain resolutions adopted by the Church of 

Scotland, a response from the Presbyterian Church of New Zea¬ 

land, material from the Reformed Evangelical Churches of France, 

the Reformed Church in Hungary, the Swiss Churches*, and the 

Reformed Church in the United States. From the Methodists we 

have received the responses of the Wesleyan Methodist Confer¬ 

ence (endorsed by the Irish Conference), the Primitive Methodist 

Conference, and the United Methodist Conference in England; 

of the Wesleyan Methodist Church in South Africa, the Methodist 

Episcopal Church (North) in the U.S.A., and the Evangelical 

Methodist Church of France. From Congregationalists we have 

the Report of the Congregational Union of England and Wales; 

from Baptists that of the Baptist Union of Great Britain and 

Ireland and the Northern Baptist Convention of the U.S.A. The 

Churches of Christ in Great Britain contribute a detailed Report, 

endorsed with some reservations by their brethren in Australia; 

there is also a response from the Disciples of Christ in America. 

From the Society of Friends there is a reply from the Religious 

Society of Friends in Philadelphia and vicinity, and from the 

Society of Friends in Great Britain (London Yearly Meeting). 

The South India United Church has sent a considered response. 

The above list is not exhaustive, but includes all the documents in 

which the Lausanne Reports are handled in detail. There is an 

abundance of other illustrative material (e.g. the Report of the 

Conference of German Theologians at Waldenburgj) which can 

hardly find a place in the present summary. 

We propose here to take the Lausanne Reports seriatim, and to 

note the salient features in the replies to them, without attempting 

to do full justice to each response. 

One common note runs through the whole of the material received: 

it is that of gratitude for the work which the Lausanne Conference 

was enabled to accomplish; with this there comes a unanimous 

determination to continue in cooperation with the movement, and 

to encourage the Continuation Committee in going forward. 

There is also a general endorsement, often most cordially ex • 

*From these Churches we have not an official response, but a Memorandum 

in which the Council of the Swiss Church Federation communicates to the 

Swiss Churches its judgment as to the results and significance of the Lausanne 

Conference. 

fFurche-Verlag, Berlin, 1930, RM. 3.80. 
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pressed, of the general method and principle which the movement 

has set itself to follow, abstaining from the promulgation of any 

formal scheme of re-union, and concentrating upon the common 

consideration of those things in which we agree, and those in 

which v.e differ. 
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PREAMBLE AND REPORT I. 

THE CALL TO UNITY. 

In the main, the Preamble and Report I. met with cordial accept¬ 

ance in all quarters. They are welcomed by the Archbishops’ 

Committee as “the most representative response possible at 

present to the Appeal of 1920.” 

Some Churches feel keenly the need of effective unity, at home 

and in the mission field (e.g. Primitive and United Methodists, 

and the South India United Church); elsewhere the assent given 

is more limited. Thus the Church of Norway, stressing as others 

do the primary need of spiritual unity, would not regard unity of 

organization as in itself desirable, though holding that the spiritual 

must express itself outwardly, and eventually be manifest through 

common organs that can be the bearers of unity and concord. The 

doubt (expressed by the LTnited Lutheran Church in America) 

whether God wills visible union with regard to unity, is carried 

further in other quarters; the Wesleyan Church of South Africa 

1 doubting whether it is desirable, and the Baptists (the Northern 

Convention in the U.S.A. explicitly) holding that while further 

fellowship is needed, organic unity is not. Others (e.g. the French 

Methodists) are thinking entirely in terms of federation, and 

would speak of a “union of the Churches” rather than of the 

“union of the Church.” The German Committee would wish to 

avoid the expression “re-union,” regarding the task entrusted to 

this age as essentially a new one. 
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II. THE CHURCH’S MESSAGE TO THE WORLD 
— THE GOSPEL. 

The widespread welcome with which this Report has been met, its 

special position among the documents of the Conference, and its 

adoption by the United Missionary Council at Jerusalem in 1928, 

may be taken to justify its being described (by the Committee of 

the Church of Scotland) as “the notable achievement of Lau¬ 

sanne.” The Lambeth Conference has drawn special attention to 

it, and the Archbishops’ Committee speaks of it as witnessing to a 

real and remarkable agreement on the message of Christianity, 

and as indicating the foundation for the rebuilding of Christian 

unity. 

The responses of the Churches are for the most part equally 

cordial; and it will suffice here if we take note of certain reserves 

and criticisms expressed in various quarters. While the United 

Methodists would desire a fuller statement of the social implica¬ 

tions of the Gospel, the Primitive Methodists are glad to observe 

that those implications are affirmed. It is pointed out (e.g. by the 

United Lutheran Church in America) that the phrasing is not free 

from obscurity; and the Reformed Church in the United States 

finds that the unanimity of its reception was somewhat neutral¬ 

ized by differences in the following Reports, as to Church, Creed, 

Ministry and Sacraments, all of which affect and modify the 

Gospel. Some Churches would wish for amendments; e.g., the 

Church of Norway, while approving the statement as “full and 

rich,” would desire a clearer expression of the atonement through 

the vicarious sufferings and death of Christ; and the German 

Committee, which suggests restatement at various points, would 

wish for a clearer expression of the Biblical Gospel of pardoning 

grace as the Reformers proclaimed it afresh, and for a stronger 

emphasis upon faith, and on justification by faith and grace alone. 

To the Society of Friends in Great Britain the Report seems to be 

too formal in its terms; it does not meet the question “What is the 

inward nature of the Christian religion?”; it is silent as to the 

impress of Christ’s personality upon men; defective in its reference 

to the present work of His Spirit; and, in regard to the Kingdom 

of God, needs to be restated in terms of present needs. 
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III. THE NATURE OF THE CHURCH. 

This Report, with its statement of agreements and differences, 

has received careful, critical, yet in the main favourable study on 

all sides. The most striking pronouncement upon it is perhaps 

that of the Reformed Church in the United States, that the Re¬ 

port records such agreements and differences as the origin and 

history of the various churches would naturally produce; that 

there is no evidence of progress beyond the original conceptions 

of faith and order on which these churches were based; that al¬ 

though various wrong ways out of this situation might be sug¬ 

gested, the true way of union lies through the attainment of new 

convictions, and an advance in spirit and life. 

While not a few of the Responses find the Report ambiguous, 

because differences of ecclesiastical outlook enter into the inter¬ 

pretation of every phrase, and the United Methodists would 

therefore wish for a restatement in New Testament terminology, 

it is round the antithesis “visible-invisible ” that discussion chiefly 

centres. On the one wing we have the Society of Friends in Phila¬ 

delphia, defining the Church as consisting of “all who love Jesus 

Christ and live in His Spirit,” with the Northern Baptist Con¬ 

vention of the U.S.A., who hold that the invisible fellowship of 

believers is alone the holy catholic apostolic Church. On the 

other we have (as well as those churches which adhere most closely 

to ancient traditions) the Churches of Christ in Great Britain, who 

hold that it is a modern subtlety and not a New Testament doc¬ 

trine, which teaches that the Church is invisible in any such sense 

as that Christ’s institution was not meant to have a definite visi¬ 

ble organization on earth. With this we may mention the view 

expressed by the Archbishops’ Committee, that the concept of the 

invisible Church is often so held as to invalidate or neutralize a 

belief in the visible; and its statement that the Report gives no 

reply to the question — did Christ found or refound one visible 

and recognizable Society, membership of which was intended to 

be inseparable from membership in Christ? A central position is 

that expressed by the Swedish Committee, namely, that it is one 

holy catholic Church, the same organism, spirit and body, which 

is invisible as well as visible; that the objective presence and work 

of the Spirit of Christ constitutes both alike, and that therefore 

the terms “Body of Christ” and “temple of God” apply to the 

visible as well as to the invisible Church. Various intermediate 

types of opinion are presented by other communions; and it be¬ 

comes clear that this deeply important problem remains open for 
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further enquiry, and indeed must be regarded as an obstacle 

which the patient pursuit of further mutual understanding can 

alone enable us to surmount. 

Another topic which has challenged criticism is that of the 

authority of Scripture and its relation to tradition. This problem 

is emphasized by the Archbishops’ Committee as calling for 

further enquiry; and while the primacy of importance belonging 

to the Bible (especially the New Testament) is generally recog¬ 

nized, it is noticeable that (e.g.) the Swedish Committee would 

qualify the terms of the Report by saying that the Word of God 

is given in a fundamental way in Holy Scripture, and there are 

some Churches which, while not according to tradition the place 

which it takes in Orthodox teaching, would allow it a limited 

sphere as a check upon individualistic interpretation (Reformed 

and Evangelical Lutheran Churches of France); while the South 

India United Church, maintaining the right of the individual 

believer to interpret the Word, and denying to tradition any in¬ 

fallibility, stresses the need of recurrence to the guidance of the 

Spirit and of deference to the judgment of competent scholarship. 

The Society of Friends in Great Britain would make the Biblical 

tradition subordinate to the continuing life of the Spirit, and 

would urge that Scripture, if it is to be rightly used, must be 

carefully studied. 

A variety of views is also expressed upon the ethical problem of 

separation. This was touched upon in the Waldenburg discus¬ 

sions, and the Response of the South India United Church dis¬ 

cusses it at length. On the one hand the Swedish Committee 

thinks that the division of Christendom into three great streams 

— Orthodox, Roman and Evangelical Catholicism — is in ac¬ 

cordance with the will of God, a view which seems to be com¬ 

patible with the thesis, widely held (Congregational Union and 

others) that the Church consists in the sum of existing com¬ 

munions taken collectively. On the other, the Archbishops’ 

Committee would question this, and the Churches of Christ in 

Great Britain emphasize the sinfulness of sectarianism, and 

hold that division, whatever its origin, is always accompanied by 

selfishness and one-sidedness. The Friends in Philadelphia 

(and apparently those in Great Britain also) would solve the 

question by recognizing the validity of all types of Christianity. 

There is in some Churches a desire to reduce those “marks” of 

the Church enumerated in the Report. Thus the United Lutheran 

Church in America would limit these to the preaching of the 
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Gospel and the administration of the Sacraments of Baptism and 

the Lord’s Supper; while the Baptist Union of Great Britain holds 

that the ministry as commonly understood is not essential to the 

existence of a true Christian Church but only to its highest effec¬ 

tiveness. The Churches of Christ in Great Britain, on the other 

hand, would add to the marks enumerated “the naming of no 

name but Christ,” and would desire the dropping of all party and 

national names for the Church. 

Lastly, the German Committee feels that this Report is the place 

in which prominence should be given to the social side of the 

Church’s vocation, and proposes the addition of a new and im¬ 

portant paragraph to that end. 
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IV. THE CHURCH’S COMMON CONFESSION 
OF FAITH. 

We note first the somewhat striking endorsements which the 

substance of this Report has received, and that not only from 

Churches which make habitual use of the ancient creeds. Thus 

the Baptist Union of Great Britain rejbices in so general a recog¬ 

nition of basic truths, and declares itself to hold what the Creeds 

imply and safeguard, although its congregations do not commonly 

use them in worship; and the Church of Norway rejoices also in 

the strong position assigned to the Niceee and Apostles’ Creeds, 

regarding them as rallying-polnts round which we may gather, 

and holding that no other common confessional expression is at 

present possible. The Archbishops’ Committee welcomes the 

Report, admitting indeed that no adhesion to formula can make 

a good Christian, but adding that “the individual self-surrender 

and experience which is of the essence of the Christian life depends 

on that objtective revelation of God in Christ which it is the func¬ 

tion of the Creeds to state and protect.” 

This last sentence brings up the distinction which many churches, 

especially but by no means exclusively the Lutheran bodies, are 

anxious to safeguard, between fides qua and fides quae creditur. 

There is no church which would question the primary importance 

of the former; but there are many which are anxious for a careful 

statement of its right relation to the latter. The German Com¬ 

mittee stresses the importance of rightly apprehending these two 

vitally connected and complementary aspects of faith; the Swed¬ 

ish Committee urges that the one can never be fully realized with¬ 

out the other; fides qua without fides quae would be form without 

content. 

Hesitation with regard to the use and permanent value of the 

ancient creeds arises partly from a fear of a disproportionate em¬ 

phasis upon their literal and intellectual content, partly from a 

dislike of any fetter upon Christian freedom, from respect for the 

supremacy of Scripture, and from the view that these formulae 

omit certain things that are vital. 

Thus the Swedish Committee is careful to differentiate between 

the directly religious content of the creeds and their historically 

conditioned formulation; the Congregational Union, if some of its 

members could accept the Creeds as part of a basis for reunion, 

would reserve liberty of interpretation, and intend only to confess 

the essential Christian truths as therein witnessed and safe- 
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guarded. But the Northern Baptist Convention, regarding per¬ 

sonal experience as primary, and the New Testament as sufficient 

as a rule of faith, would be unwilling that the old creeds should be 

made authoritative, or used as a test for membership or ministry. 

And the Churches of Christ in Great Britain, while glad to see 

that the Report refers to the Creeds as “witnessing” and not as 

“binding,” fears that the use of them might imperil the subtle 

balance of New Testament truth, and they would safeguard the 

conception of faith as surrender rather than intellectual assent 

by limiting the baptismal confession to an owning of Jesus as 

Lord. And while the Church of Norway holds that there is 

nothing in the ancient creeds (or the Augustana) which is contrary 

to the content of Scripture, the United Lutheran Church in 

America thinks it necessary to re-assert the primacy of the Bible; 

“the prophetic and apostolic scriptures are the only rule and 

standard by which all dogmas should be judged,” and the creeds 

are to be regarded as “important testimonies drawn from Holy 

Scripture.” 

As to the sufficiency of the ancient forms, the omission from them 

of any statement as to the Christian way of life is noted by many 

(e.g. the Northern Baptist Convention and the Primitive 

Methodists). 

The German Committee and the United Lutheran Church in 

America make express mention of the Quicunque Vult (Athana- 

sianum) together with the Nicene and Apostles’ Creeds; and the 

German Committee would desire to see a full expression of respect 

for such special Confessions as the decisions of the Oecumenical 

Councils, the Augustana, the Heidelberg Confession, etc.; on the 

other hand the Disciples of Christ in Great Britain, who could 

bring themselves to accept the Apostles’ Creed as a formula of 

union (without the descensus), would ask for the abandonment of 

all sixteenth-century confessions. 

The Society of Friends in Great Britain fears that the use of 

creeds may involve the danger of forgetting that creeds originate 

from particular controversies, that they can never be fully ade¬ 

quate, and that propositions of belief cannot have saving power. 
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V. THE MINISTRY OF THE CHURCH. 

The Report opens by specifying five propositions on which the 

Lausanne Conference found itself in substantial accord. With 

the substance of these a number of those responding (e.g. the 

Archbishops’ Committee, the Committee of the Church of Scot¬ 

land, the'Wesleyan Methodist Conference in England and Ireland, 

the Churches of Christ in Great Britain, the South India United 

Church, the Methodist Episcopal Church, U.S.A.) declare their 

agreement. Most of these would go on to agree that a ministry 

possessing general recognition is an urgent need (so also the Con¬ 

gregational Union), but the Swedish Committee and the Church 

of Norway could not so agree, and the general position adopted 

by the Baptist bodies responding in England and America seems 

to imply that they would withhold their assent. The Northern 

Baptist Convention in the U.S.A., holding that all church mem¬ 

bers are priests unto God, recognizes no ministerial order, and 

counts any member competent for the performance of any func¬ 

tion within the Church. Similarly the Baptist Union of Great 

Britain says that sacramental functions are not confined to 

ministers; while the Congregational Union, which regards the 

Ministry as essential to the Church’s well-being rather than to 

its existence, holds that no ministerial function is in essence 

exclusively possessed by it. We note in passing that in these 

communions the laying-on of hands is either not used or not 

obligatory; and this is in some accord with the view of the Friends 

in Philadelphia that the gift of the Ministry is an ordination by 

Christ Himself through His Holy Spirit without any special 

outward ceremony. 

The United Lutheran Church in America finds the whole Report 

ambiguous, since it does not specify whether "ministry” means 

an order or only a function. It calls for an unequivocal definition 

at this point, and urges that the right approach to the differences 

recorded in the Report must be made through intensive study in 

the light of Scripture, history and present conditions. The Re¬ 

formed Church in the United States also desires that the next 

Conference should have before it the findings of accredited 

scholars upon Christian origins and the history of the ministry. 

A similar wish is expressed by the American Methodist Episcopal 

Church. The Primitive Methodists would also wish for further 

study, but rather along the lines of practical experience than of 

ecclesiastical theory. The Archbishops’ Committee also calls for 

further study of the two views of Ordination described in the 

13 



Report, and, with this, of Confirmation, as affecting the status of 

the laity for whose sakes ministerial functions are performed. 

Many comments are made upon the suggestion that the ministry 

of an united Church would incorporate episcopal, presbyterian, 

and congregational elements. This is accepted by the Arch¬ 

bishops’ Committee (see also the Lambeth Report), and by the 

South India United Church, as a part of the South Indian plan, 

as also by the Wesleyan Methodist Conferences, the United 

Methodists (in guarded language), and the Primitive Methodists; 

while the Committee of the Church of Scotland could not negative 

the incorporation of other elements than the Presbyterian, to 

satisfy the convictions of non-Presbyterians, without fuller study. 

From all quarters without exception there comes the demand that 

no repudiation of existing ministries should be required. The 

Reformed Churches of France, while prepared to study any form 

of common organization, feel that their ministry is primitive and 

apostolic, and is legitimated by the sacrifices it has cost and the 

fruit which it yields, and urges that churches should not be asked 

to sacrifice their tradition, principles, and special mission. 

With regard to the Episcopate, while its claims are carefully 

argued by the Archbishops’ Committee (text and Appendix) and 

the Lambeth Conference (encyclical, resolutions and report), 

considerable reserves are expressed elsewhere by all nom-episcopal 

bodies. Episcopacy, says the Lutheran Church of France, is not 

a matter of principle; while it might be acceptable if not imposed, 

there is no inherent reason for modifying the ministry of pastors. 

Episcopal ordination, the Congregational Union says, must not 

be essential to any united Church in which Congregationalists are 

to form part; though a minority of them would be prepared to 

treat the episcopate as necessary for practical purposes of church 

unity in the last resort. It would be better if the name “bishop” 

could be avoided. The United Methodists, while not unfavour¬ 

able to an episcopal element in church order, would, like others, 

refuse to regard it as essential, as dependent on succession, or as 

having a sacerdotal character. Baptist opinion, as has been 

stated, is somewhat further from contemplating developments 

in an episcopal direction; and the Swedish Committee holds 

that a minister is rite vocatus, if called in accordance with the 

ritus of his denomination; there is therefore no reason against 

recognizing the validity, in their sphere, of all denominational 

ministries. So also the Church of Norway, referring back to 

the Confession of Augsburg, argues against any scheme for min- 
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isterial uniformity, holding that this matter is one of human 

traditions rather than of divine authority. 

To the Reformed Churches of France the ideal solution would be 

to recognize that the organization of the New Testament Church 

is determinative and sufficient; if this is impossible, federation of 

diverse types is the only way out. The Churches of Christ in 

Great Britain claim that they have restored the primitive min¬ 

istry, and that this ought to be found adequate. 

The Waldenburg Report is of importance in this context as throw¬ 

ing light upon the New Testament Ministry from different angles 

of German theological study. 

15 



VI. THE SACRAMENTS. 

General agreement with the positive substance of this Report is 

widely manifest; it is expressed by the Archbishops’ Committee, 

that of the Church of Scotland, the Wesleyan Conferences, the 

Primitive and United Methodists, the Methodist Episcopal 

Church of the U.S.A., the Methodist Church of France, the 

Lutheran Church of France, the United Lutheran Church of 

U.S.A., and the German Committee; and it is implicit in the 

responses of the Swedish Committee, the Church of Norway, and 

the Churches of Christ in Great Britain. 

The Congregational Union is unable to state any view as uni¬ 

versally held within it; the Northern Baptist Convention, U.S.A., 

finds that there is a deep cleavage between the Evangelical and 

the Catholic positions; the Baptist Union would prefer to speak 

of “ordinances” rather than of sacraments; and the Religious 

Society of Friends in Philadelphia urges that as faith advances, 

the necessity of the outward and symbolic must decrease; though 

their non-sacramental fellowship is at one with those who make 

use of sacraments in its underlying spiritual experience. 

With regard to the number of the sacraments, there is agreement 

in assigning special preeminence to those of Baptism and the 

Lord’s Supper. Most of the churches responding make no use of 

other ordinances; and some of them (e.g. the Congregational 

Union, the South India United Church) assert this as a matter of 

principle; and the Church of Norway makes an “essential dis¬ 

tinction” between the two sacraments and other rites. The 

Archbishops’ Committee, however, asserts that all the seven 

rites called sacraments are means of grace to those who receive 

them with right dispositions, and could not consent to join in any 

church union in which it was proposed to forbid the use of any 

of them. They should be provided for all who desire to make use 

of them. 

Certain general statements of importance are made in the replies; 

e.g., that of the Congregational Union, that the efficacy of sacra¬ 

ments does not depend on any special mode or agent of adminis¬ 

tration, but on the receptivity and responsiveness of the recipient 

(similarly the Primitive Methodists, and the Baptist Union). The 

insistence, indeed, on faith as a necessary condition of effective 

reception is universal; but the importance of other conditions is 

variously conceived. The Committee of the Church of Scotland 

limits itself to the statement that while its Church entrusts ad- 
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ministration to validly ordained ministers, it forms no judgment 
on the validity or the efficacy of sacraments otherwise admin¬ 
istered. 

rhe Church of Norway and the Swedish Committee would em¬ 
phasize the principle of the close identity of Word and Sacrament; 
a sacrament is verburn visibile, and faith is required forbearing as 
for reception. 

The Archbishops’ Committee wishes that the Report had recon¬ 
ciled, as it might have done, the old differences centring round 
the antithesis between ex opere operate and sola fide. “The grace 
offered,” it says, “is inefficacious to those who have not faith; but 
the faith of the individual does not create the grace of the sacra¬ 
ment; God offers it actually there and then, and the individual 
accepts it; thus the will of God in the sacrament has fruition.” 

With regard to Baptism, the Archbishops’ Committee, urging that 
baptism is into the catholic Church and not into any particular 
church, would wish to add the statement that persons rightly 
baptised are regenerate. 

1 he Church of Norway, holding that sacraments are normal 
though not essential conditions of the reception of grace, says that 
as Christ is really present in Holy Communion, so Baptism, 
including infant baptism, has real effect. The United Lutheran 
Church in America would wish for an answer to the question “who 
is the subject of baptism?” and the Churches of Christ in Great 
Britain answer this at length, arguing that the restriction of 
baptism to penitent believers (by immersion only) is essential to 
unity, and holding that the principle “baptism effects what it 
symbolizes” is incompatible with infant baptism. 

With regard to the Sacrament of the Lord’s Supper, the agree¬ 
ments with the Report referred to above, and the general state¬ 
ments already cited, are pertinent. Certain of the Churches 
would wish to qualify, emphasize or enlarge various clauses in the 
relevant paragraph of the Report. Thus while the Lutheran 
Church of France discerns the presence of Christ glorified in the 
Lord’s Supper, and urges that it is no mere commemoration, the 
Churches of Christ in Great Britain would go further, and plead 
that since grace is conveyed in the memorial act, it is a grave error 
to regard it simply as a psychological stimulant of devotion. They 
would add that the restoration of the Lord’s Supper to the central 
place in the worship of each Lord’s Day should be an objective 
of the re-union movement. 
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The German Committee would wish to see more stress laid than 

is done in the Report upon the forgiveness of sins as a fruit of 

believing reception; the Church of Norway and others would 

concur. Various communions would wish to guard against any 

materialization of the presence of Christ in the sacrament; and 

while it is generally admitted that with the commemorative 

action of the sacrament a “sacrifice of praise and thanksgiving” 

and a personal self-oblation of the congregation are conjoined, 

there is anxiety to avoid any suggestion of a renewal of Christ’s 
sacrifice. 
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VII. THE UNITY OF CHRISTENDOM AND THE 

RELATION THERETO OF EXISTING 
CHURCHES. 

Some regret is expressed that the seventh Report as originally 

presented to the Conference was not adopted. As far as they 

relate to the present possibilities of cooperation, and the extension 

of mutual understanding and fellowship, the positive suggestions 

oi the Report meet with cordial acceptance. 

It is natural that the responses should revert at this point to 

features of the ground already traversed. The statement that 

unity does not imply uniformity recurs in many shapes; thus the 

Congregational Union, like many other bodies, is convinced that 

organic unity insisting on uniformity of creed and ritual and polity 

is undesirable, but the Church of Norway goes somewhat further; 

faith, it says, unites, but order divides, and the need of organic 

unity has been overstressed. The Churches of Christ, on the 

other hand, cannot contemplate any substitute for organic union; 

while the Swedish Committee sees organic union as the goal, but 

.thinks that less ambitious aims should first be pursued and at¬ 

tained. Together with the Lutheran and Methodist Churches 

or France, among others, it presses for federation as a necessary 

stage in the evolution of unity. Other bodies, while not using the 

word Federation, are anxious for the fusion of all churches suffi¬ 

ciently similar in faith and order; while the United Lutheran 

Church in America adds that there is no reason against complete 

coSperation and organic union with all churches calling themselves 

Evangelical Lutheran and subscribing to Lutheran standards. 

The subject of federation is closely linked with that of intercom¬ 

munion. The latter is desired, as a step towards unity and not as 

its goal, by many bodies (e.g. the Wesleyan Conferences, the 

Church of Norway), but not by the Archbishops’ Committee, the 

Lambeth Conference, or by the Churches of Christ in Great 

Britain. The Congregational Union desires it indeed, but sees 

the difficulties at present in the way; a federation which did not 

meet these might, it thinks, be a preparation for, but would not 

be an adequate expression of unity. 

The Baptist Union, when looking to the future, would desire that 

recent official statements of the Baptists should receive closer 

attention; it expresses anxiety with regard to the Malines Con¬ 

versations, and would deprecate efforts in that direction, while 
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anxious for further co5peration, common worship, and friendships 
cutting across the lines of division. 

The German Committee asks that existing World Conferences 

and Alliances should enter into closer cooperation, and form an 

inclusive organization which would prepare for a federation of 

Churches, in so far as present circumstances and the general desire 
admit of it. 

Finally, the responses indicate a strong and unanimous desire that 

the Continuation Committee of the World Conference should go 

forward in its leadership in the work of study and in the promotion 

of fruitful understandings; while there are many warnings against 

impatience, and against any attempt to force the pace of a move¬ 

ment confronted with the intricate and delicate relations of the 
Churches in the sphere of Faith and Order. 
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WORLD CONFERENCE ON 

FAITH AND ORDER 

1. Origin of the undertaking. 

Moved by the growing desire on the part of all 

Christian people that our Lord’s disciples may 

be one, that the world may believe that God 

has sent Him, the General Convention of the 

American Episcopal Church in 1910 appointed 

a Commission to bring about a conference for 

the consideration of questions touching Faith 

and Order, and to ask all Christian com¬ 

munions throughout the world which confess 

our Lord Jesus Christ as God and Saviour to 

unite in arranging for and conducting such a 

conference. By correspondence and by depu¬ 

tations, the cooperation of one hundred 

nation-wide communions in many countries 

has been secured. 

2. Lausanne 1927. 

The World Conference on Faith and Order 

met at Lausanne, Switzerland, August 3-21, 

1927. The following subjects were discussed: 

I. The Call to Unity. 

II. The Church’s Message to the World 

— the Gospel. 
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III. The Nature of the Church. 

IV. The Church’s Common Confession 

of Faith. 

V. The Church's Ministry. 

VI. The Sacraments. 

VII. The Unity of Christendom and the 

Relation thereto of existing 

Churches. 

The Reports of the Lausanne Conference are 

contained in pamphlet No. 55, which may be 

had without charge from the Secretariat, 

P. O. Box 226, Boston, Mass., U.S.A. They 

are included also in the official Proceedings 

(see p. 16). 

3. Responses from the Churches. 

The Lausanne Conference directed that its 

reports should be transmitted to all the par¬ 

ticipating churches through their official 

channels, asking the churches to consider the 

findings and report the results of their de¬ 

liberations. The responses thus far received, 

emanating from churches varying widely in 

their history and theological position, have been 

summarized in pamphlet No. 64, available 

from the Secretariat. One common note runs 

through the whole of the material received: 

it is that of gratitude for the work which the 

Lausanne Conference was enabled to accom- 
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plish; with this there comes a unanimous 

determination to continue in cooperation with 

the movement, and to encourage the Con¬ 

tinuation Committee in going forward. There 

is also a general endorsement, often most 

cordially expressed, of the general method and 

principle which the movement has set itself to 

follow, abstaining from the promulgation of 

any formal scheme of union, and concentrating 

upon the common consideration of those 

things in which we agree, and those in which 

we differ. The responses indicate a strong and 

unanimous desire that that Continuation 

Committee should go forward in its leadership 

in the work of study and in the promotion of 

fruitful understandings; while there are many 

warnings against impatience, and against any 

attempt to force the pace of a movement con¬ 

fronted with the intricate and delicate rela¬ 

tions of the churches in the sphere of Faith and 
Order. 

4. The Continuation Committee. 

The Lausanne Conference of 1927 appointed a 

Continuation Committee, which has supple¬ 

mented its own membership to a total of 140. 

The list appears in pamphlet No. 63, available 

from the Secretariat. The Committee is 

charged to take whatever steps it may think 

wise and necessary, within the purpose of the 
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Conference on Faith and Order, to advance 

the cause of Christian unity. 

5. The next World Conference. 

At its meeting in Miirren, Switzerland, August 

26-29, 1930, the Continuation Committee 

decided, in view of the responses from the 

churches, that a second World Conference on 

Faith and Order be convened not later than 

1937. The question of date is being con¬ 

sidered by the Committee of Reference; it is 

not possible yet to fix the place. The following 

preliminary draft of a programme was referred 

at Mtirren, with other suggestions, to the 

Committee of Reference for consideration and 

report. 

General subject: 

THE CHURCH IN THE PURPOSE OF GOD 

1. The Church and the Word. 

2. The Church and the World. 

3. The Meaning of Grace: 

(a) Grace and the Church. 

(b) Grace and the Ministry. 

(c) Grace and the Sacraments. 

4. The Church’s fellowship in life and worship: 

(a) The life of the Church as expressed in the Holy 

Communion. 

(b) The Communion of Saints. 

(c) The Church and the Churches: including such 

questions as those affecting Intercommunion, 

Federation, etc. 
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Suggestions concerning this programme should 

be addressed to the Very Rev. H. N. Bate, 

M.A., The Deanery, Hadleigh, Suffolk, Eng¬ 

land, for the Committee of Reference. 

6. Proposals for Christian unity. 

On the part of other agencies, efforts are in 

progress in many countries to unite two or 

more churches within the same national 

boundaries, and on a wider scale much is being 

accomplished for closer unity among Chris¬ 

tians of the same name in different countries 

and for the rapprochement of some of the 

larger communions with one another through¬ 

out the world. The Continuation Committee 

at its meeting in Prague, Czecho-Slovakia, 

September 6-8, 1928, unanimously took the 

following action:—“Resolved: that the Con¬ 

tinuation Committee reaffirms the foundation 

principle of the World Conference on Faith 

and Order that the ultimate union of the 

churches requires ‘the clear statement and full 

consideration of those things in which we differ 

as well as of those things in which we are at 

one' (Initiatory resolution, Cincinnati 1910). 

It Is of opinion that, while particular schemes 

of reunion must certainly be left to the 

churches themselves acting on their own ini¬ 

tiative, the movement on Faith and Order, 

in carrying on the work of the Lausanne 
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Conference, should endeavour to bring inter¬ 

church enterprises for reunion to the knowl¬ 

edge of its adherents in all the churches, thus 

encouraging the organic growth of church 

unity.” Information concerning such move¬ 

ments is requested for distribution by the 

Secretariat. 

7. The nature of Christian unity. 

Adhesion to this movement does not involve 

the acceptance or negation of any views, by 

whomsoever expressed, concerning the nature 

of unity or the mode of its attainment. The 

divergent views are subject-matter for com¬ 

parison and study. 

8. The Roman Catholic Church and the 

World Conference. 

While expressing cordial interest in the under¬ 

taking, as his predecessor Pope Pius X had 

done, Pope Benedict XV declared to the dep¬ 

utation which visited Rome in 1919 that as the 

teaching and practice of the Roman Catholic 

Church with regard to the visible unity of the 

Church of Christ was well known to every¬ 

body, it would not be possible for the Roman 

Catholic Church to take part in such a confer¬ 

ence. That decision has been reaffirmed. 
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9. Universal participation. 

The requisite mutual understanding on the 

part of the churches of one another’s positions 

can be attained only as all the autonomous 

communions cooperate in the work of study 

and conference. It is earnestly hoped that 

those churches within the scope of the invita¬ 

tion which have hitherto remained aloof, may 

soon find it possible to appoint cooperating 

commissions. 

10. High Leigh 1931. 

The Continuation Committee last met at 

Miirren, Switzerland, August 26-29, 1930; the 

records appear in pamphlet No. 63, available 

without charge from the Secretariat. The 

next meeting will be held August 18-21, 

1931, at the First Conference Estate, High 

Leigh (railway point Hoddesdon, Herts), 

England. The Committee welcomes sug¬ 

gestions for the future of the movement. 

11. The commissions. 

Each participating church appoints a commis¬ 

sion of whatever numbers and under whatever 

terms it may desire, to cooperate in the work 

in its own area and throughout the Christian 

world. The names and addresses of such 

appointees should be sent to the Secretariat. 
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12. The Business Committee. 

This committee meets frequently in New York 

City as a finance and executive committee, 

with power to do whatever may be necessary 

or desirable, between meetings of the Contin¬ 

uation Committee, in order to give effect to its 

resolutions. 

13. The Committee of Reference. 

This committee was appointed at Prague in 

1928 to study the responses by the Churches 

to the Lausanne reports and to prepare ma¬ 

terial for discussion. 

14. The Committee of Theologians. 

Under instructions from the Continuation 

Committee, this subcommittee under the 

chairmanship of the Bishop of Gloucester is 

studying the Meaning of Grace in preparation 

for the next World Conference and will soon 

publish a volume of memoranda on that 

subject. 

15. Prayer. 

The eight days ending with Pentecost (Whit¬ 

sunday) of each year have been appointed by 

the Continuation Committee as a special 

period of prayer for the guidance of the efforts 

toward Christian reconciliation. 
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16. Finances. 

Money is needed for printing and postage, the 
promotion of local conferences, translations, 
office expenses, and for the larger meetings. 
It is essential - that the undertaking receive 
continued support from .the participating 
churches and their members. 

17. jl.r.v you can help. 

There is need for your prayers that God will 
further the effort for Christian unity and pre¬ 
pare our hearts and minds for reconciliation. 
There is need for ardent patient effort on your 
part to promote study and discussion, in your 
neighborhood, of the cardinal points on which 
agreement is necessary before corporate union 
can be attempted. There is need for your 
help in spreading knowledge of the movement, 
and particularly for the names and addresses 
of your friends, clerical or lay, men or women, 
v.ho might be interested. It is your business, 
the concern of everyone who loves our Lord 
and the Church which is His Body, to take 
our divisions seriously to heart and unite in 
the effort to understand and overcome them. 
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18. Officers. 

Chairman of the Continuation Committee: the 

Most Rev. William Temple, D.D., Archbishop 

of York. Vice Chairman: Rev. Alfred E. 

Garvie, D.D., London. Associated Vice 

Chairmen: Prof.D. Adolf Deissmann, Berlin; 

Most Rev. Metropolitan Germanos, Arch¬ 

bishop of Thyateira, London; Pastor Charles 

Merle d’Aubignd, D.D., Neuilly-sur-Seine; 

Most Rev. Nathan Soderblom, D.D., Arch¬ 

bishop of Upsala; Rev. J. Ross Stevenson, 

D.D., Princeton, N.J., U.S.A. Treasurer: 

George Zabriskie, D.C.L., 49 Wall Street, 

New York City. General Secretary: Ralph W. 

Brown, P. 0. Box 226, Boston, Mass., U.S.A. 

19. Loan library. 

To facilitate study and discussion, a free Loan 

Library has been established by the Secre¬ 

tariat. A list of the books available will be 

sent upon request. 

20. Publications. 

The following publications about the move¬ 

ment and future publications may be had 

without charge from the Secretariat. 
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No. 14. An Official Statement by the Joint Commission 

of the Protestant Episcopal Church irp the U.S.A. 1912. 

No. 28. The Object and Method of Conference. 1915. 

No. 29. A Manual of Prayer for Unity. 1915. 38 

pages. Single copies free. More, five cents each. Three 

of the prayers, conveniently printed on a card, may 

be had free. 

No. 32. Report of the Deputation to Europe and the East. 

Rapport de la Mission envoyee en Europe et dans VOrient. 

Rapporto della Delegazione mandata in Europa e nel- 

VOriente. 1919. 

No. 33. Report of the Preliminary Meeting at Geneva, 
Switzerland, August 12-20, 1920. A Pilgrimage toward 

Unity. 

No. 43. Twenty Paragraphs about the World Conference 

on Faith and Order. 1922, revised in later editions. 

No. 55. Reports of the Lausanne Conference, 1927. 

No. 56. Loan Library List. 1928. 

No. 57. The Conference at Lausanne, by Frances Parkin¬ 

son Keyes. 1928. 

No. 63. Records of the Continuation Committee, Miirren, 

Switzerland, August 26-29, 1930, with lists of the Con¬ 

tinuation Committee, Committee of Reference, Com¬ 

mittee of Theologians and Business Committee. 

No. 64. Report'on the Responses from the Churches to the 

Lausanne Reports, presented to the Continuation 

Committee at Miirren, Switzerland, August 1930. 
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FAITH AND ORDER: 

THE PROCEEDINGS OF THE 

WORLD CONFERENCE 

LAUSANNE, SWITZERLAND 

August 3 to 21, 1927 

Cloth, demy 8vo, 560 pages. Student Chris¬ 

tian Movement, London, 10s. 6d. net. Double¬ 

day, Doran & Co., Inc., New York, $2.50 net. 

A comprehensive and thoroughly documented 

report of the World Conference on Faith and 
Order. 

Address your bookdealer or the World Con¬ 

ference Secretariat, P. O. Box 226, Boston, 

Mass., U.S.A. 

For the French edition, entitled Foi et Con¬ 

stitution, address M. le Pasteur Jules J6zequel, 

3 rue Desrenaudes, Paris XVII, France. Price 
40 francs. 

For the German edition, entitled Die Weltkon- 

ferenz fur Glauben und Kirchenverfassung, 

address Pfarrer Lie. Hermann Sasse, Bi- 

schofstr. 4—5, Berlin C 2, Germany. Price 

16 Reichsmark. 
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WORLD CONFERENCE ON 

FAITH AND ORDER 

1. Origin of the undertaking. 

Moved by the growing desire on the part of all 

Christian people that our Lord’s disciples may 

be one, that the world may believe that God 

has sent Him, the Genera! Convention of the 

American Episcopal Church in 1910 appointed 

a Commission to bring about a conference for 

the consideration of questions touching Faith 

and Order, and to ask all Christian com¬ 

munions throughout the world which confess 

our Lord Jesus Christ as God and Saviour to 

unite in arranging for and conducting such a 

conference. By correspondence and by depu¬ 

tations, the cooperation of one hundred 

nation-wide communions in many countries 

has been secured. 

2. Lausanne 1927. 

The first World Conference on Faith and Order 

met at Lausanne, Switzerland, August 3-21, 

1927. The following subjects were discussed: 

I. The Call to Unity. 

II. The Church's Message to the World 

— the Gospel. 
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III. The Nature of the Church. 

IV. The Church’s Common Confession 

of Faith. 

V. The Church’s Ministry. 

VI. The Sacraments. 

VII. The Unity of Christendom and 

the Relation thereto of existing 

Churches. 

3. Responses from the Churches. 

The Lausanne Conference of 1927 directed 

that its reports (pamphlet No. 55) should be 

transmitted to all the participating churches 

through their official channels, asking the 

churches to consider the findings and report 

the results of their deliberations. The re¬ 

sponses received up to midsummer of 1930, 

emanating from churches varying widely in 

their history and theological position, have 

been summarized in pamphlet No. 64, available 

from the Secretariat. One common note runs 

through the whole of the material received: 

it is that of gratitude for the work which the 

Lausanne Conference was enabled to accom¬ 

plish in 1927; with this there comes a unani¬ 

mous determination to continue in cofiperation 

with the movement, and to encourage the Con¬ 

tinuation Committee in going forward. There 

is also a general endorsement, often most 

cordially expressed, of the general method and 
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principle which the movement has set itself to 

follow, abstaining from the promulgation of 

any forma! scheme of union, and concentrating 

upon the common consideration of those 

things in which we agree, and those in which 

we differ. The responses indicate a strong and 

unanimous desire that that Continuation 

Committee should go forward in its leadership 

in the work of study and in the promotion of 

fruitful understandings; while there are many 

warnings against impatience, and against any 

attempt to force the pace of a movement con¬ 

fronted with the intricate and delicate rela¬ 

tions of the churches in the sphere of Faith 

and Order. 

4. The Continuation Committee. 

The Lausanne Conference of 1927 appointed a 

Continuation Committee, which has supple¬ 

mented its own membership to a total of 140. 

The Committee is charged to take whatever 

steps it may think wise and necessary, within 

the purpose of the Conference on Faith and 

Order, to advance the cause of Christian unity. 

5. Wiesbaden 1932. 

The Continuation Committee last met at 

High Leigh, near London, August 18-21, 1931. 

The records appear in pamphlet No. 65, avail- 
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able without charge from the Secretariat. The 
next meeting will be held August 24-31, 1932, 
at Wiesbaden, Germany. 

6. Lausanne 1937. 

In view of the responses from the churches, the 
Continuation Committee at its meeting August 
18-21, 1931, voted unanimously to convene a 
second World Conference on Faith and Order 
at Lausanne, Switzerland, in August 1937. 
The Committee has provisionally decided that 
the general subject of the Conference of 1937 
shall be “The Church in the Purpose of God.” 
The list of subheadings in the present pre¬ 
liminary draft of the programme is as follows: 

1. The Church and the Word. 

2. The Church and the World. 

3. The Meaning of Grace: 

(a) Grace and the Church. 

(b) Grace and the Ministry. 

(c) Grace and the Sacraments. 

4. The Church’s fellowship in life and worship. 

(a) The life of the Church as expressed in the Holy 

Communion. 

(b) The Communion of Saints. 

(c) The Church and the Churches: including such 

questions as those affecting Intercommunion, 

Federation, etc. 
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The Committee regards this list as subject to 

free modification in the light of suggestions 

either from the churches or from national or 

confessional groups of those interested in the 

movement. Such suggestions should be ad¬ 

dressed to the Very Rev. H. N. Bate, M.A., 

The Deanery, Hadleigh, Suffolk, England, for 

the Committee of Reference. 

7. Proposals for Christian unity. 

On the part of other agencies, efforts are in 

progress in many countries to unite two or 

more churches within the same national 

boundaries, and on a wider scale much is being 

accomplished for closer unity among Chris¬ 

tians of the same name in different countries 

and for the rapprochement of some of the 

larger communions with one another through¬ 

out the world. The Continuation Committee 

at its meeting in Prague, September 6- 8,1928, 

unanimously took the following action:— 

“Resolved: that the Continuation Committee 

reaffirms the foundation principle of the World 

Conference on Faith and Order that the ulti¬ 

mate union of the churches requires ‘ the clear 

statement and full consideration of those 

things in which we differ as well as of those 

things in which we are at one’ (Initiatory reso- 
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lution, Cincinnati 1910). It is of opinion that, 

while particular schemes of reunion must cer¬ 

tainly be left to the churches themselves acting 

on their own initiative, the movement on 

Faith and Order, in carrying on the work of 

the Lausanne Conference, should endeavor to 

bring interchurch enterprises for reunion to 

the knowledge of its adherents in all the 

churches, thus encouraging the organic growth 

of church unity.” Information concerning 

such movements is requested for distribution 

by the Secretariat. 

8. The nature of Christian unity. 

Participation in this movement does not in¬ 

volve the acceptance or rejection of any views, 

by whomsoever expressed, concerning the 

nature of unity or the mode of its attainment. 

The divergent views are subject-matter for 

comparison and study. 

9. The Roman Catholic Church and the 

World Conference. 

While expressing cordial interest in the under¬ 

taking, as his predecessor Pope Pius X had 

done, Pope Benedict XV declared to the dep¬ 

utation which visited Rome in 1919 that as the 

teaching and practice of the Roman Catholic 
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Church with regard to the visible unity of the 

Church of Christ was well known to every¬ 

body, it would not be possible for the Roman 

Catholic Church to take part in such a confer¬ 

ence. That decision has been reaffirmed. 

10. Universal participation. 

The requisite mutual understanding on the 

part of the churches of one another's positions 

can be attained only as all the autonomous 

communions cooperate in the work of study 

and conference. It is earnestly hoped that 

those churches within the scope of the invita¬ 

tion which have hitherto remained aloof, may 

soon Snd it possible to appoint cooperating 

commissions. 

11. The commissions. 

Each participating church appoints a commis¬ 

sion of whatever numbers and under whatever 

terms it may desire, to cooperate in the work 

in its own area and throughout the Christian 

world. The names and addresses of such 

appointees should be sent to the Secretariat. 
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12. Officers. 

The Most Rev. William Temple, B.D., Arch¬ 

bishop of York, Chairman of the Continuation 

Committee. The Rev. Alfred E. Garvie, D.B., 

Vice Chairman. Prof. D.Dr. Adolf Deissman’ 

the Most Rev. Metropolitan Germanos, 

Pastor Charles Merle d’Aubign6, D.D., and 

the Rev. j. Ross Stevenson, D.D., Associate 

Vice Chairmen. The Rt. Rev. the Bishop of 

Gloucester, Chairman of the Committee of 

Theologians. The Very Rev. H. N. Bate, M.A., 

Chairman of the Committee of Reference. The 

Hon. Alanson B. Houghton, Treasurer. The 

Rev. Floyd W. Tomkins, Jr., Associate Secre¬ 

tary for America. Ralph W. Brown, General 

Secretary. The above-named officers were 

charged by the Continuation Committee in 

August, 1931, to serve as an Executive 

Committee until the next annual meeting. 

13. The Committee of Reference. 

This committee was appointed at Prague in 

1928 to study the responses by the churches 

to the Lausanne reports and to prepare ma¬ 
terial for discussion. 

14. The Committee of Theologians. 

Under instructions from the Continuation 

Committee, this subcommittee under the 
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chairmanship of the Bishop of Gloucester 

studied during the two years from August 

1929 to August 1931 the Meaning of Grace 

and will soon publish a volume of memoranda 

on that subject. The Continuation Committee 

has suggested to the Committee of Theologians 

that they should now take into their consider¬ 

ation the doctrine of the Eucharist. 

15. Finances. 

Money is needed for printing and postage, the 

promotion of local conferences, translations, 

office expenses, and for the larger meetings. 

It is essential that the undertaking receive 

continued support from the participating 

churches and their members. 

16. Treasurer. 

The Hon. Alanson B. Houghton has accepted 

election as Treasurer. He succeeds George 

Zabriskie, D.C.L., whose faithful service in 

that office from the inception of the movement 

in 1910 until shortly before his death in 1931 

will long be gratefully remembered. Gifts for 

the support of the work may be sent to Mr. 

Houghton at 501 Fifth Avenue, New York 
City, U. S. A. 
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17. How you can help. 

There is need for your prayers that God will 

further the effort for Christian unity and pre¬ 

pare our hearts and minds for reconciliation. 

The eight days ending with Pentecost (Whit¬ 

sunday) of each year have been appointed by 

the Continuation Committee as a special 

period of prayer. There is need for ardent 

patient effort on your part to promote study 

and discussion, in your neighborhood, of the 

cardinal points on which agreement is neces¬ 

sary before corporate union can be attempted. 

There is need for your help in spreading knowl¬ 

edge of the movement, and particularly for 

the names and addresses of your friends, 

clerical or lay, men or women, who might be 

interested. It is your business, the concern of 

everyone who loves our Lord and the Church 

which is His Body, to take our divisions 

seriously to heart and unite in the effort to 

understand and overcome them. 
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18. Headquarters. 

Publications may be had free on application 

to the Secretariat, P. O. Box 226, Boston, 

Mass., U. S. A. Correspondence sent to that 

address will receive attention in Boston or will 

be duly forwarded. Letters for the General 

Secretary may be addressed to Ralph W. 

Brown, 57 rue de Lausanne, Geneva, Switzer¬ 

land, till further notice. The Rev. Floyd W. 

Tomkins, Jr., 217 South 20th Street, Phila¬ 

delphia Pa., Associate Secretary for America, 

receives correspondence relating to the move¬ 

ment there. 

19. Loan library. 

To facilitate study and discussion, a free Loan 

Library has been established by the Secre¬ 

tariat. A list of the books available will be 

sent upon request. 

20. Publications. 

The following publications about the move¬ 

ment and future publications may be had 

without charge from the Secretariat. 
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No. 14. An Official Statement by the Joint Commission 

of the Protestant Episcopal Church in the U.S.A. 1912. 

No. 29. A Manual of Prayer for Unity. 191S. 38 

pages. Single copies free. More, five cents each. Three 

of the prayers, conveniently printed on a card, may 
be had free. 

No. 32. Report of the Deputation to Europe and the East. 

Rapport de la Mission envoyee en Europe et dans V Orient. 

Rapporto della Delegazione mandata in Europa e nel- 

VOriente. 1919. 

No, 33. Report of the Preliminary Meeting at Geneva, 

Switzerland, August 12-20, 1920. A Pilgrimage toward 
Unity. 

No. 43. Twenty Paragraphs about the World Conference 

on Faith and Order. 1922, revised in later editions. 

No. 55. Reports of the Lausanne Conference, 1927. 

No. 56. Loan Library List. 1928. 

No. 57. The Conference at Lausanne, by Frances Parkin¬ 

son Keyes. 1928. 

No. 64. Report on the Responses from the Churches to the 

Lausanne Reports, presented to the Continuation 

Committee at Miirren, Switzerland, August 1930. 

A Bibliography of Literature dealing with the subjects 

with which the Faith and Order movement is concerned. 

Preliminary edition, 1931. 

No. 65. Records of the Continuation Committee, High 

Leigh, Hoddesdon, England, August 18-21, 1931. 
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FAITH AND ORDER: 

THE PROCEEDINGS OF THE 

WORLD CONFERENCE 

LAUSANNE, SWITZERLAND 
August 3 to 21, 1927 

Cloth, demy 8vo, 560 pages. Student Chris¬ 

tian Movement, London, 10s. 6d. net. Double- 

day, Doran & Co., Inc., New York, $2.50 net. 

A comprehensive and thoroughly documented 

report of the World Conference on Faith and 
Order. 

Address your bookdealer or the World Con¬ 

ference Secretariat, P. O Box 226, Boston 
Mass., U.S.A. 

For the French edition, entitled Foi et Con¬ 

stitution, address M. le Pasteur Jules J6z6quel, 

3 rue Desrenaudes, Paris XVII, France. Price 
40 francs. 

For the German edition, entitled Die Weltkon- 

ferenz fur Glauben und. Kirchenverfassung, 

address Pfarrer Lie. Hermann Sasse, Bi- 

schofstr. 4-5, Berlin C 2, Germany. Price 
2i Reichsmark. 
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The Continuation Committee at its meeting August 
20, 1927, instructed the General Secretary to 
circulate to all its members copies of the replies 
to the Lausanne Reports as fast as these should 
come in from the Churches. 

Pastor Charles Merle d'Aubigne"', D.D., has supplied 
the following text in English with the request that 
it be sent to all who received the same material in 
French. 

REFORMED EVANGELICAL CHURCHES OF FRANCE 

Resolution adopted by the National Synod at 
New Rochelle June 25-27, 1930 with regard to 
the Reports of the World Conference at Lausanne 
on the Nature of the Church and the Ministry. 

The National Synod of the Reformed Evangelical 
Churches of France declares itself favorable to the 
movement organized by the World Conference of 
Lausanne for drawing together the Christian Churches, 
but is convinced with the initiators of the movement 
that the first step toward unity consists in "the 
clear statement and full consideration of those things 
in.which we differ, as well as of those things in 
which we are at one." 

The Synod has continued its study of the Reports 
of the Conference, a study which led it last year to 
adhere fully to the Reports on "The Church’s Message 
to the World - the Gospel" and on "The Church’s 
Common Confession of Faith." 

Having studied this year the Reports on "The 
Nature of the Church" and on "The Ministry of the 
Church," the Synod is gratified to be able to give 
general approval to the affirmations of agreement 
contained in these two documents (those affirmations 
which were received by the Lausanne Conference with- 
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out a dissenting voice), and defines as follows the 
faith and the attitude of the Reformed Evangelical 
Church of France concerning the divergences"recorded 
at Lausanne. 

I. The Nature of the Church. 

As to the nature of the visible and. the 
invisible Church and their relations to each other, 
and those who are members thereof, we believe that 
the Church, the mystical body of Christ, comprises 
all those who, on earth, are by their faith and life 
real members of this body, united to those who, in 
heaven, are its glorified members. 

The Church is therefore invisible, in a sense, 
because God alone discerns without error those who 
are its real members here below. 

Considered from the human point of view, the 
Church is visible. It is recognized by certain 
distinctive marks: the pure preaching of the Word 
of God, the faithful administration of the 
sacraments, the Christian life and activity. 

The Church is one, since the body of Christ is 
one. But this unity is unity in faith, hope and 
charity, which must not be confused with outward 
uniformity of organization. 

Christ founded His Church; He did not organize 
it. Under the guidance of the Holy Spirit, the one 
Church can manifest itself in different forms, in 
spiritual families which, united in what is essential 
(the confession of the faith and the development of 
the life of charity), differ one from another in what 
is secondary (ecclesiastical government, forms of 
worship, rules of discipline, points of doctrine 
where divergences do not endanger the integrity of 
the Gospel of salvation). No one of these spiritual 
families, whatever have been Its former services, can 
pretend to constitute the only true Church. Wherever 
the essential foundations of the faith subsist, the 
Church of Christ is found, despite the imperfections, 
errors and faults which dim its light, for "where 
Christ is, there is the Church." 

(2) It follows that, for us (this is our 
answer to the question about the significance of our 
divisions past and present), separation is legitimate 
and even necessary when the distinctive characteristics 
are effaced or when, under the pretence of maintaining 
external unity, an intolerable spiritual tyranny reigns. 
In other cases separation is a fault or even a sin. 
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In the division which took place in the 
sixteenth century we see a revolt of conscience 
and a return to the Gospel, But we condemn the 
spirit of sectarianism, the result of excessive 
individualism which ignores the rights of society 
and, in the religious realm, forgets that the 
Church is "the mother of the believers whose father 
is God," and sees in her only a voluntary associ¬ 
ation formed or dissolved by the will of those who 
compose it. 

We pray God to grant that, on the foundation 
of the Gospel, with due respect for legitimate 
diversity, true Christian unity may be reconstituted. 
This would be firmly assured by a federative union 
of all the Churches which proclaim the same Gospel 
and adhere to the same confession of faith, 

(3) As to tradition, without ignoring its 
importance and value, we cannot attribute to it the 
sovereign authority in the matter of faith, which 
we believe belongs only to Holy Scripture. This 
should no doubt be interpreted in the light of 
tradition, but primarily according to the analogy 
of the faith (the mutual concordance of biblical 
texts). Holy Scripture "carries its own credentials" 
and by "the inward witness of the Holy Spirit" 
obtains immediately in the heart of the believer "the 
certitude which it deserves" (Calvin: Institution 
chretienne I,VII,5)„ 

II. The Ministry of the Church. 

As to the divergences concerning the Ministry, 
which we are encouraged by the Lausanne Conference 
itself to recognize frankly and to define clearly, 
we observe that they are numerous and appear 
irreducible. What would be the good of using the 
same words without agreeing on their meaning? The 
difficulty seems hopeless unless agreement be 
reached as to what the Christian ministry was in 
the primitive Church, in the conviction that the 
Churches need require nothing more in the way of 
organization in order to extend to one another the 
hand of fellowship and to unite around the table 
of the Lord. 

If we see in the New Testament a distinction 
between the deacon and the elder, we see none 
between the elder and the bishop, terms which are 
everywhere interchangeable (Acts xx:17,2S). 

We consider therefore that our pastors can with 
every right claim for themselves the order established 
in the primitive Church and consequently the apostolic 
succession. 
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Our Church, which was obliged by fidelity to 
the Word of God to organize itself without the 
bishops and often even against them (we beg our 
brethren to weigh that obligation), owes its 
maintenance by divine grace through countless 
sufferings to the faithful exercise of this 
pastoral ministry, so often sealed with the blood 
of our martyrs. It seems sufficiently justified 
in the eyes of men by these sacrifices and by the 
fruits which it has borne for centuries. 

With these sentiments, we are ready to study 
with interest and care any plan of common organ¬ 
ization; but it seems to us that the solution of 
the difficulties should be sought upon the lines 
of a federative union in which unity and diversity 
would find their legitimate place, and which would 
allow the Churches to work for the reconstitution 
of Christianity without requiring from any church 
a sacrifice incompatible with its tradition, its 
principles and its peculiar mission. 

Resolution. 

The Synod charges the approaching Regional 
Synods with the study of the Report of the World 
Conference at Lausanne upon the Sacraments. 



Memorandum from the General Secretary 
for the Business Committee, 
New York, November 14, 1950. 

SIZE AND COMPOSITION OF THE NEXT WORLD CONFERENCE 

The most practical way to secure the cooperation 
of the Churches in this movement is to ask them to 
appoint their representatives to attend the next 
World Conference on Faith and Order. It Is hoped 
that the Continuation Committee in August 1931 can 
fix the date and place and can go further with the 
agenda. 

It will be necessary to decide how many members 
the next World Conference should have, and what should 
be the maximum number from a Church. The following 
notes are submitted to enable the Business Committee 
to take up that question at least tentatively. 

For the Lausanne Conference of 1927 the Business 
Committee at its meeting in New York, December 11, 
1925, made the following provisions:- 

All members of the Continuation Committee to 
be ex officio members of the Conference. - There 
are now 140 members of the Continuation Committee. 

No Church to send more than ten representatives; 
certain very small bodies to send only one man, 
and others from two men up to ten, according to 
their size and importance. - A list of the 
Churches represented, officially or unofficially, 
at Lausanne in 1927 appears on pp.527-530 of the 
Proceedings edited by Dean Bate. One hundred and 
sixteen Churches appear on that list. Doubtless 
the Baptist Union of Great Britain and Ireland 
and a few other bodies not included in that list 
will send representatives next time. 

Fifty seats to be reserved for members to be 
coopted. - It was subsequently decided that 
coopted members should have precisely the same 
status as those sent by their Churches. 

Seventy-five places to be reserved for representa¬ 
tives from Churches not yet officially partici¬ 
pating in the movement. - That figure need not be 
so large another time. 



Thirty places to he reserved for representatives 
from the various German Churches. 

Actual count of those present at Lausanne in 1927 
shows a membership of 396, not including members of the 
staff. 

_The size of the 1927 Conference was long a matter 
of discussion. Proposals ranged from one hundred to 
fifteen hundred members; the final decision was not 
more than five hundred. At Lausanne not more than 
about four hundred can be handled to the best advantage. 
It was well in 1927 that we asked for five hundred and 
got three hundred and ninety-six. 
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Letters for the General Secretary should be addressed to 
Ralph 11. Brown, 57 rue de Lausanne, Geneva, Switzerland, 
for delivery in mid-December and thereafter until further 
notice. Correspondence addressed to the Secretariat, 
P.0. Box 226, Boston, Mass., will receive prompt attention 
in Boston or will be duly forwarded to the General 
Secretary. 

November 14, 1950, 

The Business Committee met at 10.30 A.M. at the Yale 
Club, New York City. 

Present: Rev. J. Ross Stevenson, D.D., Chairman. 
Rev. Robert A, Ashworth, D.D. 
Rev. Robert Bagnell, D.D. 
Rev. S. Parkes Gadman, D.D. 
Rev. Frederick Lynch, D.D. 
Rev. T. Albert Moore, D.D. 
Rt. Rev. James DeWolf Perry, D.D. 
Rev. M.G.G. Scherer, D.D. 
Rev. Edmund D. Soper, D.D. 
Rev. Floyd W. Tomkins, Jr. 
Ralph W. Brown, General Secretary. 

Regrets were received from absent members. 

Dr. Soper led the devotions. 

In the absence of the Treasurer, his report was presented 
by the General Secretary, showing a cash balance of 
$2518.06 under date of November 12. The report was 
ordered filed. Attention was called to the fact that 
although in approximately twelve months thirty-seven 
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nation-wide Churches had made contributions toward the 
expenses of the work, the total of such contributions 
for that period was only f7011.ll, and that it would 
be necessary to secure more money from the Churches and 
substantial contributions from individual donors in 
order to carry out the plans of the Committee. It was 
pointed out that unless money be secured, the work will 
have to be suspended. In addition to the Rev. William 
Adams Brown, D.D. , the Rev. Floyd W. Tomkins, Jr., and 
the General Secretary, who had been appointed December 
13, 1929, as a subcommittee on finance, the Rev. 
Frederick Lynch, D.D., and Professor James A. James, LL.D., 
were asked to serve; it was agreed that each member of 
the Business Committee should cooperate in securing 
contributions. 

Voted: that the Business Committee recommend to the 
Committee of Reference that an official communication 
to the Churches on the subject of finance be drafted 
and sent out with the signatures of the officers. 
It was the sense of the meeting that for churches in 
Canada and the U.S.A. , this communication ought to be 
endorsed by leading members in these countries. 

The minutes of December 13, 1929, were distributed and 
ordered filed. 

Accounts prepared under date of May 31, 1930 by Pastor 
Jules Je'zequel were received and ordered filed, in 
connection with his work as editor of the French edition 
of the Lausanne Proceedings, showing a balance in his 
hands of 362.50 French francs. The General Secretary 
was instructed to express to Pastor Jeze'quel the thanks 
of the Business Committee for his invaluable services. 

Report was made that the Most Rev. Archbishop Alexander, 
for several years a member of the Business Committee, 
had left the U.S.A. 

Voted: that the Most Rev. Archbishop Athena,goras be 
and is elected as a member of the Business Committee in 
the stead of Archbishop Alexander. 

It was reported that Judge Alexis deBoer, formerly of 
Washington, D.C., and long a member of the Business 
Committee, had left the U.S.A. The General Secretary 
was instructed to drop his name from the Business 
Committee list and to send to him the greetings of the 
members. 

A cordial letter under date of November 1 was read and 
ordered filed, from the Rev. Professor George Milligan, 
D.D., of Glasgow, asking to be excused from service on 
the Continuation and Theological Committees on account 
of other duties. 
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Agenda were distributed, prepared by the General Secre¬ 
tary for a meeting of the Committee of Reference to be 
held in London, December 5, relating to the plans for 
1931 and for the second World Conference on Faith and 
Order, together with a detailed memorandum as to its 
size and composition. It was agreed that members of 
the Business Committee should send to the Boston office 
any recommendations they might desire to make upon any 
of these matters. 

With regard to the preliminary draft of the program 
for the second World Conference, published on p.20 of 
pamphlet No. 63, a question was raised as to the 
relation of this program to the responses from the 
Churches to the reports of the Lausanne Conference of 
1927, and the following action was taken:- 

Voted: The Business Committee urges that at the meeting 
of the Continuation Committee August 18-21, 1931, time 
be given for a detailed consideration of the responses 
from the Churches to the reports of the Lausanne Confer¬ 
ence of 1927 and to the questions raised by these 
responses, and that in preparing the program for the 
next World Conference the responses from the Churches be 
kept especially in view. 

The Business Committee discussed with approval proposals 
that a detailed summary be prepared of all the responses 
from the Churches, including those received since the 
Mtirren meeting and those which may come in hereafter; 
that a part of the time of the next World Conference be 
devoted to the discussion of those replies, and that the 
subjects for the next World Conference be closely related 
to the subjects studied in 1927 in view of the responses 
from the Churches. 

It was the sense of the meeting that the date of the 
next World Conference should be determined as soon as 
possible. 

Voted: .to recommend that 1937 be chosen rather than 
an earlier date. (Majority vote.) 

Voted: to renew for the meeting at High Leigh, August 
18-21, 1931, the provisions made for costs of travel in 
preceding years, as follows:- Although grants cannot be 
made toward the expenses of all the members of the Con¬ 
tinuation Committee in attending this meeting, and 
although the expenses of no members can be paid in full, 
partial grants shall be available in certain cases at 
the discretion of the Treasurer and the General Secretary, 
not to exceed $1500 in all. 
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Voted: that board and lodging be engaged for the 
Continuation Committee at High Leigh for the four 
days August 18-21, 1951, at a special rate of ten 
shillings per day, inclusive, each member to dis¬ 
charge his own bill. - A detailed notice of the 
meeting will be issued in December. 

Voted: that the General Secretary be instructed to 
attend the meeting of the Committee of Reference in 
London December 5 and that he be authorized to go 
from London to the Geneva office, and that his 
necessary expenses be defrayed. 

In view of a communication from Canon Tatlow under 
date.of October 25 concerning the formation of a 
committee consisting of representatives of young 
people’s movements with a view to promoting interest 
m the World Conference on Faith and Order, and 
concerning the attendance of young men at the High 
Leigh meeting, it was 

Voted: that not more than two hundred pounds be 
appropriated for these purposes, provided that the 
money be available. 

The Committee adjourned at 2 P.M., subject to the 
call of the Chair. 

RALPH W. BROWN 
General Secretary. 



Memoranda from the General Secretary 
for the Committee of Reference, 
London, December 5, 1930. 

A. Make the announcement called for by the following 
resolution: 

Voted: that, at the discretion of the Committee 
of Reference, part of the time at meetings of the 
Continuation Committee be given to the discussion 
of one of the subjects, or of part of one subject, 
proposed for consideration at the next World 
Conference, with testimony from the various 
Churches concerning their spiritual experience as 
related to that subject, and that the Committee 
of Reference announce in the early winter the 
subject to be dealt with at the next meeting. 

B. Draft.a letter to the Churches about official 
contributions for signature by the Archbishop of 
York, Dr. Garvie, Dean Bate and the General 
Secretary. 

0. Report to the Continuation Committee concerning the 
date of the next World Conference, to be convened 
not later than 1937. 

D. Report to the Continuation Committee concerning 
suggestions made as to the programme for the next 
World Conference. 

E. Consider where the next World Conference should meet. 

F. Consider how many members the next Vtforld Conference 
should have, and what should be the maximum number 
from a church. 

G. Prepare a programme for the meeting of the Continu¬ 
ation Committee August 18-21, 1931. 

H. Prepare.a bibliography, particularly for the use of 
theological professors and students in this field. 

I. Prepare a communication to accompany the bibliography, 
in accordance with the following resolution: 

Voted: that this committee recommend to theological 
faculties and seminaries to include in their programme 
regular courses on the ecumenical movements and on the 
life and mutual relations of the Churches (Kirchenkunde). 
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J. Ask Canon Tatlow to form a joint Committee in 
Great Britain such as existed before 1927. - This 
was to have been brought up at Miirren by Tatlow 
himself, but through a misunderstanding he spoke 
on another subject. 

K. Consider with Canon Tatlow the question of young 
men as visitors at High Leigh August 18-21, 1931. 
In 1930 his correspondence for bringing young men 
began in January and continued till the meeting 
at Mtirren. 

L. Each member to publish in religious periodicals 
news of the movement and the plans for the next 
World Conference. 

M. Prepare a popular pamphlet to be circulated with 
those intended primarily for members and appointees. 
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The Continuation Committee at its meeting August 
20, 1927, instructed the General Secretary to 
circulate to all its members copies of the replies 
to the Lausanne Reports as fast as these should 
come in from the Churches. 

What follows is a communication presented to the 
Continuation Committee at High Leigh August 21, 
1931, by the Patriarchate Prochazka and Bishop 
Stejskal in the name of the Czechoslovakian Church. 

CZECHOSLOVAK!AH CHURCH 

The Czechoslovakian Church acknowledges with 
great gratitude the work of the First World 
Conference on Faith and Order at Lausanne 1927. 
We highly esteem the spirit of brotherhood realized 
in its sessions; and we welcome the sincere desire 
of all its representatives for the unity of the 
Church of Christ, towards which the Conference made 
a first step. Although it has been manifested 
that it is hardly possible to get immediately very 
far in this noble effort, we consider it necessary 
to recognize with deep sympathy the beginning just 
mentioned. We are aware of the fact that the main 
result of the Conference is that it has helped to 
put an end to recriminations betv/een the Churches 
and to initiate in their stead a process of mutual 
understanding, appreciation and cooperation. Common 
endeavour can thus be concentrated upon the field 
of missionary work, alike at home and abroad, and 
upon the forces hostile to Christianity which 
surround us. 
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We do not formulate at this moment our own 
ideas upon the issues of the questionnaire, 
because we do not want to increase the 
differences already existing. We should prefer 
that these questions should be solved by the 
further study of problems and by the closer 
acquaintance of the Churches one with another. 

We sincerely hope in the help of God, above 
all because we do not look for the unity of 
Christendom in the uniformity of thoughts, 
opinions and Church order, but we seek it in the 
Spirit of Christ, trying to follow Him in the 
actual life of love and sacrifice. We are 
always ready to cooperate in the fellowship of 
all Churches, and desirous of having closer 
knowledge of other Churches in order that we 
ourselves may be better known by them. 
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The Continuation Committee at its meeting August 20, 
1927, instructed the General Secretary to circulate 
to all its members copies of the replies to the 
Lausanne Reports as fast as these should come in 
from the Churches. 

What follows is an approved English version of 
resolutions adopted by a very large majority by the 
Synod of the Evangelical Methodist Church of France 
on June 27, 1950 and June 24, 1951. 

EVANGELICAL METHODIST CHURCH OF FRANCE 

I. The Call to Unity. 

Observing with pleasure that the Lausanne 
Conference took its stand upon an evangelical basis, 
the Synod extends to the Movement its cordial 
cooperation. While approving of the "Call to 
Unity" it would suggest the use of the expression 
"Union or Federation of the Churches" rather than 
"Unity of the Church." 

The Church’s Message to the World - the Gospel. 

The Synod approves of this Report, in which 
it is.very glad to find that those principles and 
experiences which underlie our ecclesiastical 
constitution find expression. 
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III. The Nature of the Church. 

The Synod approved this declaration in its main 
lines; however, in order to avoid confusion in the 
terms "visible Church" and "invisible Church, the 
Synod proposes that the invisible Church be considered 
as the fellowship of true believers, known of God 
alone, those that are dispersed on earth, among the 
Churches or outside of them, together with those 
that God has already gathered in Heaven in the Church 
triumphant. The visible Churches are the assemblies 

of believers scattered throughout the world,.who, 
by the preaching of God’s word, by the administration 
of the Sacraments instituted by Jesus Christ, and by 
the witness they render to the action of the Spirit 
of God in their hearts, contribute to the formation 
of the body of Christ and to the advent of His Kingdom 

on earth. 

IV. The Church’s Common Confession of Faith. 

The Synod adopts this Report. 

V. The Ministry of the Church. 

The Synod holds that in the eventual organization 
of the union of the Churches, it will be necessary 
to admit, in a spirit of mutual respect, the three 
systems that claim to be in accordance with the 
authority of the Scriptures and of the Apostolic 
Church: episcopalism, presbyterianism, and 
Congregationalism; but it holds that the true 
apostolic succession is that conferred by the action 

of the Holy Spirit, and the Synod gives its full 
approval to the paragraph of Report V that begins 
with the words: "It is further recognised that 
inasmuch as the Holy Spirit is bestowed upon every 

believer" ... 

VI. The Sacraments. 

Our Church admits as sacraments Baptism and 
the Lord’s Supper. We do not believe that their 
administration should be reserved to those ministers 

alone who have been episcopally ordained. We 
believe in the spiritual presence of the Lord in 
the Holy Communion, but we reject all idea of 
materialisation of this presence as well as the 
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adoration of the sacrament. We believe that the 
spirit of tolerance and Christian fraternity over 
all absolutism in the interpretation of the 

sacraments, ought to make intercommunion possible 
in all the Evangelical Churches. 

VII. The Unity of Christendom and the existing Churches. 

The Synod recognises with the text itself of 
this Report, Section II, that "the unity of the 

Church implies a unity in Faith and Order, but it 
does not mean uniformity. There must be space 
for divers types of expression, provided that 
those things which safeguard the unity in essentials 
are maintained." On the other hand, the Synod 
holds that the future union of the Churches will 
be made manifest first in the form of a federation, 
without prejudicing the form it may eventually 
take. The Synod believes that a new universal 
Pentecost will be the best preparation for this 
federative union, and that intercessory prayer 
joined with consecration to God will prepare for 
this Pentecost and for such a united Church, by 
which Jesus Christ will be glorified. 



/ CHAIRMAN 

M09T REV. WILLIAM TEMPLE, D.D. 

ARCHBISHOP OF YORK 

VICE CHAIRMAN 

REV. ALFRED E. GARVIE, D.D. 

LONDON 

TREASURER 

HON. ALANSON B. HOUGHTON 

501 FIFTH AVENUE 

NEW YORK CITY, U.S.A. 

THE SECRETARIAT 

P. O. BOX 226 

BOSTON, MASS., U.S.A. 

WORLD CONFERENCE 
on Faith and Order 

CONTINUATION COMMITTEE REPRESENTING THE FOLLOWING 

COMMUNIONS: ANGLICAN, ARMENIAN, BAPTIST, CONGREGA¬ 

TIONAL, CZECHOSLOVAK, DISCIPLES, EASTERN ORTHODOX, 

FRIENDS, GERMAN EVANGELICAL, LUTHERAN, METHODIST, 

MORAVIAN, OLD CATHOLIC, PRESBYTERIAN, REFORMED, UNITED 

LETTERS FOR THE GENERAL SECRETARY SHOULD BE ADDRESSED TO 

RALPH W. BROWN, ST RUE DE LAUSANNE, GENEVA, SWITZERLAND. 

CORRESPONDENCE ADDRESSED TO THE SECRETARIAT WILL RECEIVE 

ATTENTION IN BOSTON OR WILL BE DULY FORWARDED. 

ASSOCIATED VICE CHAIRMEN 

PROF.D.DR. ADOLF DEISSMANN 

BERLIN 

MOST REV. METROPOLITAN GERMANOS 

ARCHBISHOP OF THYATEIRA 

LONDON 

PASTOR CH. MERLE D’AUBIGNE, D.D. 

NEUILLY-SUR-SEINE 

REV. J. ROSS STEVENSON, D.D. 

PRINCETON, NEW JERSEY, U.S.A. 

ASSOCIATE SECRETARY FOR AMERICA 

REV. FLOYD W. TOMKINS, JR. 

217 S. 20TH ST., PHILADELPHIA, PA. 

The Continuation Committee at its meeting August 20, 
1927, instructed the General Secretary to circulate 
to all its members copies of the responses to the 
Lausanne Reports as fast as these should come in 
from the Churches. 

What follows is an authorized.English version of a 
response prepared by the Commission (Prof. Ernesto 
Comba, President; Prof. Davide Bosio, Dott. Ugo 
Janni) of the Waldensian Church and approved by 
the General Assembly of the Ministers (Corpo 
Pastorale) at Torre Pellice on September 8, 1931. 

WALDENSIAN CHURCH 
(Chiesa Evangelica Valdese) 

The Continuation Committee of the World Conference 
on Faith and Order has officially transmitted to the. 
Waldensian Church, as to all Churches which gave their 
adhesion to that great movement, the documents of.the 
Conference held at Lausanne in August 1927, inviting 
it to express a judgment and to communicate its own 
views upon them. 

The documents consist of a series of seven 
Reports or declarations, the first of which, the Call 
to Unity, was unanimously approved, while the remainder 
were received without opposition by the Conference m 
full session. The Commission appointed by the 
Waldensian Board (Tavola Valdese) sums up as follows 
the impression which it has received from a careful 
study of these documents. 
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The.Preamble, drawn up by that truly apostolic 
leader Bishop Brent, President of the Conference, and 
the first Report (The Call to Unity) evoke as we read 
them an irresistible impulse of praise to God for the 
lofty inspiration which dictated them, together with 
strong approval for the Christian candour with which 
the divisions of the Church are admitted and condemned 
as among the gravest causes of its weakness. It is 
specially to be noted that the Churches most deeply 
interested in missionary work are precisely those In 
which there is the clearest sense of the necessity of 
affirming the unity of the Church of Christ in face 
of the formidable forces of paganism. .And the 
Waldensian Church, which in the discharge of the 
mission to which God has called it in Italy has now 
the experience of eighty years of evangelistic work 
behind.it, knows only too well how the spirit of 
sectarianism, the dissipation of energy, and the lack 
of unity in purpose and action, create deplorable 
obstacles to the rightful influence of the Church 
upon the world. In order that the world may believe 
in Christ and in His task, it is necessary that it 
should be able to discern as a plain reality that 
oneness of Christians which the Redeemer enjoined and 
prayed for as the supreme moment of His completed 
sacrifice drew near. 

We do not believe that on this point there can 
exist among us the least shadow of doubt or of 
dissension. There may however have arisen in some 
minds a sense of uncertainty, even of diffidence, as 
to the aims which the Lausanne Conference set for 
itself. Such.diffidence can only be the fruit of 
misunderstanding: and in order to dissipate misunder¬ 
standing it.is worth while to make it quite clear 
that the Faith and Order movement does not aim at an 
absorption of some Churches by others, nor at the 
abolition of existing Churches in order to create 
one new Church; nor does it aim at one sole 
organization and rite. In other words, it proclaims 
as.necessary the unity of the Church and not its 
uniformity. This emerges with clearness from explicit 
statements, which the following extract from the last 
Report will suffice to exemplify:- 

”The unity of the Church implies a unity in 
Faith and Order, but it does not mean uniformity. 
There must be space for divers types of 
expression, provided that those things which 
safeguard the unity in essentials are maintained. 
The various communions should bring into the 
common life of the Church those elements which 
express their characteristic gifts, so that 
nothing of the rich variety whioh marks 
Christian experience will be lost." 
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Thus the unity of the Ohurch must make itself 
perceptible, all the more plainly because hitherto 
it has not been thus perceptible, against the back¬ 
ground. of the diversity of the Churches. This ideal 
can only be realized step by step; the Lausanne 
Conference could not and did not desire to be more 
than the starting-point along a road in which the 
necessity of successive stages is foreseen. The 
first stage, which could not yet be attained in 1927, 
and is even yet some way ahead, is that of inter-. 
communion. The Lord's Supper, which has become, it 
is to be regretted, a mark of discord among 
Christians, must become once more what it was in 
the mind of the Saviour and in the Apostolic Age, the 
manifestation of the spiritual oneness of Christendom. 
As the last Report rightly says, 

"Complete fellowship in the Church will be 
realized only when the way is opened for all 
God's children to join in communion at the 
Lord's table." 

To facilitate the attainment of this first 
stage, it is natural and fitting that a common 
doctrinal basis, held to be sufficient for this 
purpose, should be established, without prejudice 
to the special doctrinal characteristics which mark 
each particular Church, over and above the common 
foundation. The six Reports which were received at 
Lausanne nem.con, by the representatives of all the 
Churches participating in the movement, have 
reference precisely to this sufficient basis. 

2 

These Reports, as is well known, are composed of 
two parts: of an expression of the things inwhich 
the Churches are at one, and an enumeration of the 
differences which persist. With the latter we do not 
propose to deal. It is not expected that we shall 
offer conjectures or suggestions as to the way in 
which the differences can be transcended; and we can 
therefore only pray with all our hearts that the 
Spirit of truth may guide each particular Church 
more and more into the acceptance of truth and into 
loyalty towards truth accepted. 

As for the first part of each of the Lausanne 
Reports, we must note how the essential elements of 
doctrine which the Churches confess and the fides 
quae creditur are brought into prominence and 
clearness, while what lies on the circumference is 
left on one side, so that as far as union is _ 
concerned, the various forms of theology special 
to each Church are left unfettered; and that thus 
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the Churches may agree upon the substantial part of 
these Reports while retaining their own attachment 
to the respective theological formulations which 
emerge from their own confessions of faith. This 
consensus, on the positive side .Is the requisite 
condition which will enable the movement to direct 
itself towards the appointed goal. 

We do not judge it opportune to develop and 
comment in detail upon each of the seven Reports: 
but a brief indication of our attitude will be in 
place here. 

I. As has been said, the first Report is a 
Gall to Unity which cannot fail to win the unqualified 
adhesion of our Church. "God wills unity." However 
comprehensible and justifiable the motives which have 
led to division, it is certain that today the Spirit 
of God is at work in the hearts of His children, 
evoking in them movements of reconciliation, love and 
faith, as they gird themselves to the task of 
rebuilding the dismantled walls. 

II. The second Report is The Church* s Message to the 
World - the Gospel: it is clear, faithful and 
complete, while"ooncisely expressed. To e, faithless 
and godless world, the Church offers the Gospel of the 
Kingdom proclaimed by that Son of Man Who is also Son 
of God, in whom "the Word was made flesh and taber¬ 
nacled among us, full of grace and truth." The Person 
of Christ and the redemptive work achieved by Him are 
the heart of the Gospel. It is strongly affirmed that 
the Gospel is more than a philosophical theory, a 
theological system, or a programme of social reform: 
it is the gift of victory over sin and death and the 
revelation of eternal life in Christ and from Him. 

III. The third Report concerns The Nature of the Church. 
We believe that we may accept as conformable to our 
confession of faith all that is said in terms so 
carefully weighed upon this subject, which calls for 
such delicate handling: we should acquiesce in the 
six marks of the Church as they are defined in that 
Report. There remain divergences, neither few nor 
unimportant, as to the nature of the Church (invisible 
or visible), and as to the judgment to be passed upon 
the causes which have led to divisions among Christians: 
but the Report rightly affirms that it is the will of 
Christ that the unity of the Church should be manifested 
visibly to the world, and that the obstacles which 
hinder that manifestation should one by one be removed. 



IV. The Church's Common Confession of Faith. 
Recognizing the important part that the Greeds have 
played in history, as witnessing to and safeguarding 
the Faith, we for our part endorse the assertion that 
"the Christian Faith is proclaimed in the Holy 
Scriptures," which remains for us the supreme standard 
of belief: and we welcome warmly the inspired 
conclusion of the Report, in which it is affirmed 
solemnly and with one accord that "no external and 
written standards can suffice without an inward and 
personal experience of union with God in Christ." 

V. The Ministry of the Church. The first part of 
the Report which defines the Christian Ministry, its 
authority, purpose, responsibility, and the mandate for 
its exercise, has certainly our assent. We must, however 
recognize that on this most vital matter serious 
divergences are found still to exist, and that - unless 
it be agreed to recognize as determinative and sufficient 
the organization of the Church of the New Testament - the 
only solution would be a federation of the diverse types 
of Church Order. We must express the hope that this 
problem will be studied, with breadth and depth of view, 
by every Church. 

VI. In regard to the two Sacraments, Baptism and the 
Lord’s Supper, we would quote these sentences:- 

"Sacraments are of divine appointment and 
the Church ought thankfully to observe them 
as divine gifts. In the Sacraments there 
is an outward sign and an inward grace; 
the Sacraments are means of grace through 
which God works invisibly in us. In the 
gifts of His grace God is not limited by 
His own Sacraments." 

Here also we would express the hope that the wide 
divergences of interpretation which in fact are found 
may be diminished: and we would commend the resolute 
candour and Christian consideration with which the 
Lausanne Conference has set out the existing difficulties 
which will certainly not be removed by the use of 
ambiguous phrases capable of bearing different meanings. 
May the Lord, Who is the absolute perfection of wisdom, 
power and love, so lead the minds and hearts of His 
children that they all may be able to meet in oneness 
at the celebration of the holy rite of Communion. 
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VII. Finally, the last Report on The Unity of 
Christendom and the Relation thereto of existing 
Churches brings the preceding Reports to an 
admirable conclusion in a document as deeply 
spiritual in tone as it is practical in substance. 

We conclude this brief review by inviting our 
brethren and colleagues to give their approval to 
the theses set forth by the Lausanne Conference, to 
thank God for the manifest inspiration by which He 
has guided it, and to pray to Him to grant further 
gifts of light, unwearied strength and persevering 
courage, for the successive steps which the Church 
of Christ must take in order that it may affirm and 
make manifest that unity which belongs to it. 
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The Continuation Committee at its meeting August 20, 
1927, instructed the General Secretary to circulate 
to all its members copies of the replies to the 
Lausanne Reports as fast as these should come in 
from the Churches. The following has been sent by 
Dr. J. Ross Stevenson under date of December 8, 1931: 

PRESBYTER!Ah CHURCH IN THE U. S.A. 

The World Conference on Faith and Order held at 
Lausanne, August 3-21, 1927, was attended by thirteen 
delegates from this Church. Through the Department 
of Church Cooperation and Union - the Assembly s 
agency duly appointed for the consideration of such 
matters - a report of the Conference was presented 
to the meeting of the General Assembly held in Tulsa, 
Oklahoma, in May 1928. This report reviewed the six 
main topics which were so thoroughly considered at 
the Lausanne Conference, referred to the earnest desire 
for mutual understanding and the manifestation of 
the spirit of goodwill and Christian unity which marked 
the discussions on these different topics, and.dwelt 
with special gratification on the unanimity which was 
evidenced in the statement regarding "The Church’s 
Message to the World - the Gospel." The Assembly 
approved the report and instructed its Department 
of Church Cooperation and Union to cooperate with 
the Continuation Committee of the World Conference on 
Faith and Order. In reply to the request of this 
Committee for a response in behalf of our Church 
to the reports of the Lausanne Conference, and in 
order that the Committee may be more fully advised 
as to the general attitude of the Presbyterian Church, 
U.S.A., this Department under the authorization given 
it by the General Assembly desires to submit the 
following statements: 



1. The position of the Presbyterian Church 
regarding Church Union, confirmed from time to time, 
may be summed up in this Assembly action 

"The Presbyterian Churoh holds Christian 
fellowship with all who confess and obey Jesus 
Christ as their divine Saviour and Lord, and 
acknowledges the duty of all Churches that 
recognize Him as the only Head of the Church 
Universal to work together in harmony and love 
for the extension of His Kingdom and the good 
of the world." 

In line with this action the Assembly, through 
special committees, has sought from time to time to 
advance the cause of Church Union by confederation 
and, where possible, by consolidation among the 
Churches of the Reformed Faith which are most nearly 
akin in doctrine and organization. The Presbyterian 
Church has also promoted interdenominational agencies 
as expressing the spirit of unity which should exist 
among all who believe in God through Jesus Christ, 
His only Son our Lord and Saviour, and as stimulating 
the cooperative endeavors which are necessary for the 
advancement of Christ's Kingdom, and has entered into 
negotiations with other Christian bodies "seeking the 
restoration of the organic unity of the Church." In 
the year 1887, our General Assembly meeting in Omaha 
received a delegation from the Diocesan Convention 
of the Episcopal Church in Nebraska, transmitting 
a declaration from the House of Bishops on the 
subject of Christian Unity. This declaration which 
proposed the "Lambeth Quadrilateral" as essential to 
the restoration of the 'unity of the divided branches 
of Christendom, suggested the appointment of 
commissions for brotherly conference. The General 
Assembly of the Presbyterian Church promptly 
responded by appointing a committee of eight 
ministers and seven ruling elders. Conferences 
and correspondence were conducted year after year 
until the General Assembly in 1894, on the request 
of its Committee, directed it to suspend further 
correspondence with the Protestant Episcopal Commission, 
until that Commission "secured from its General 
Convention instructions to a,ccept and act upon the 
doctrine of mutual recognition and reciprocity." 
Our Church has approved the union of the Churches 
growing out of its work in foreign mission fields 
with other evangelical Churches and is participating 
in nearly one hundred union institutions (evangelistic, 
educational, medical, philanthropic, literary, etc.). 
It is engaged at present in negotiations with sister 
Churches in America looking toward complete organic 
union. 
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2. The Presbyterian Church responds most 
earnestly to "The Call for Unity" with the conviction, 
not only that God wills unity, but that His people 
should make definite and sacrificial endeavors to 
bring about its realization as speedily as possible. 

This Department, as representing the Presbyterian 
Church, while gladly recognizing the great gains in 
the direction of unity accomplished by the Lausanne 
Conference, is of the opinion that although the 
Conference set before itself a worthy ideal or goal 
in its Call to Unity, it faltered when the 
implications of this call came up for consideration 
in the Report on Subject VII. Most Churches, we 
believe, hold Christian Unity to be primarily 
spiritual in its character, but to be manifested 
in such an objective way as will bear the full 
Christian witness to an unbelieving world and open 
the way to such manifestation of the grace and 
blessing of God as can come only to a Church united 
according to His will. And while uniformity on the 
one hand might be a calamity, the maintenance of 
existing denominations as separated entities, having 
no open and mutual fellowship with one another, is 
certainly not according to the mind of Christ or of 
the Apostles. 

3. To the substance of the other five reports 
wherein agreements are recorded, the Presbyterian 
Church could give assent. We might wish to 
incorporate items which seem to have been overlooked, 
or to make some change of emphasis, but this would 
not limit or qualify our general attitude towards 
Church Unity. For the Presbyterian Church from the 
viewpoint of these reports the difficulties of Union 
cluster around the divergent conceptions of the 
ministry and the sacraments and the varying degrees 
of importance assigned to these divergent conceptions. 
It is difficult to see how the Presbyterian Church 
can enter into union with Churches which regard as 
essential the acceptance of the Episcopacy as being 
historic in the sense that it can be traced 
directly back to the apostles and as such is a 
sine qua non of the Church of Jesus Christ, or is 
even necessary for its bene esse. Our Church has 
historically valued the ministry of the word as 
highly as any Church, and we find it impossible 
with the New Testament as our supreme guide to 
acquiesce in the interpretation of the apostolic 
succession of the episcopate as historical and 
indispensable. We do not deprecate the importance of 
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historic continuity but we do not condition this 
upon the episcopal sliccession. We would not see 
any insuperable difficulty in the episcopate form 
of Church administration if viewed as involving no 
disparity of standing of Bishop and Presbyter and 
no denial of the validity of Presbyterian ordination. 

As regards the sacraments we maintain that 
there is no special grace conveyed through them which 
is not conveyed to the believer through the reading 
and preaching of the word - only that they signify 
and seal the saving and sanctifying grace of Christ 
to the faithful recipient and proclaim the Lord’s 
presence with His people until He come. Experience 
has taught how easily men drift into superstitious 
and materialistic conceptions of the grace of Christ 
when the sacraments are regarded as having saving 
efficacy in themselves or by virtue of the priestly 
mediation of the one who administers them. 

4. Under Subject I, the "Call to Unity" is 
interpreted as a command to move forward. However, 
Report VII, dealing particularly with "The Unity of 
Christendom and the Relation thereto of Existing 
Churches," seems to this Department not to register 
the advance which one would have a right to expect. 
The Conference itself being unable to adopt a 
satisfactory report on this important phase of its 
deliberations was compelled to refer the matter 
under consideration to a representative subcommittee, 
which committee finally approved a statement, now 
embodied as Report VII and with which the Presbyterian 
Church is in agreement so far as it goes. 

5. The Presbyterian Church is pleased to note 
that for the proposed second World Conference, the 
suggestion has been made that among the topics for 
discussion "Grace and the Ministry" and "Grace and 
the Sacraments" should receive consideration. 
Evidently an earnest and faithful study of these 
subjects is necessary if there is to be any 
intercommunion and interchange of pulpits among the 
Churches which profess to recognize one another as 
being "manifestly and abundantly used by the Holy 
Spirit in His work of enlightening the world, 
converting sinners and perfecting saints." Deeply 
appreciating the value of the Lausanne Reports - 
especially as registering the apparent level of 
fundamental agreement - if we are to move forward 
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with a faith stimulated by divine guidance, the 
large measure of existing unity ought to be given 
such expression as will make its impression on an 
unbelieving world. In the preparations which are 
being made for the next World Conference, we would 
urge it upon the Continuation Committee to make 
place in the program for a thorough and courageous 
study of Subject VII - "The Unity of Christendom 
and the Relation thereto of Existing Churches." 
Pending the resolution of the differences among our 
Churches which the Lausanne Reports register, since 
we say "God wills unity," the obligation assuredly 
rests upon all Churches cooperating with the World 
Conference on Faith and Order to give the clearest 
and strongest expression to whatever unity of the 
spirit in the bonds of peace may now exist. 

We shall humbly and earnestly pray that such 
unity may be enlarged to meet the mind of Christ 
for His Church and that we may all be brought with 
the blessing of God into the fullness of His purpose 
for us and for all His people. 

Approved and submitted by the Department of 
Church Cooperation and Union of the 
Presbyterian Church, U. S. A. 

(Sgd.) J. ROSS STEVENSON 

Chairman 

(Sgd.) LEWIS SEYMOUR MUDGE 

Secretary 



WORLD CONFERENCE ON FAITH AND ORDER 

REPORT 
OF 

THE THEOLOGICAL COMMITTEE 

19th August 1931 

The Theology of Grace 

PRINTED FOR THE SECRETARIAT 
P.O. BOX 226, BOSTON, MASS., U.S.A. 

No. 66. 
November 1931 



The World Conference on Faith and Order met at Lausanne, 

Switzerland, August 3-21, 1927. Its Continuation Com¬ 

mittee at Maloja, Switzerland, on August 29, 1929, appointed 

a Theological Committee which after two years of work 

presented the following Report to the Continuation Committee 

at High Leigh, near London, August 19, 1931. The Con¬ 

tinuation Committee received the Report with thanks and 

voted that it be published as the Report of the Theological 

Committee. At the same time, the Continuation Committee 

suggested to the Theological Committee that they should now 

take into their consideration the doctrine of the Eucharist. 

The work of the Theological Committee is a part of the 

preparations for the second World Conference on Faith and 

Order, to be held at Lausanne, Switzerland, in August 1937. 
Publications about the movement may be secured without 

charge from the Secretariat, P.O. Box 226, Boston, Mass., 

U.S.A. 

For “ this volume ” referred to opposite, see page 3 2. 



THE THEOLOGY OF GRACE 

Report of the Theological Committee appointed by 

the Continuation Committee of the Faith and 

Order Movement, to that Committee at High 

Leigh on 19TH August 1931. 

We, the Theological Committee of the Faith and 
Order Movement, present our Report on the work 
entrusted to us two years ago at Maloja. It became 
evident to the Continuation Committee that the Reunion 
of Christendom must be based on a full understanding of 
the causes which have divided the Churches on the 
matters of both Faith and Order. It was therefore 
decided to explore thoroughly some of these great funda¬ 
mental questions. For this purpose the members of 
the Continuation Committee were invited to nominate 
scholars out of whose number the Committee chose the 
present Theological Committee. 

The first subject suggested for study was that of 
Grace. Our procedure was as follows :— 

The subject was divided between the different mem¬ 
bers of the Committee, who prepared the memoranda 
contained in this volume :— 

I. Grace in the New Testament. 

II. Grace in the Greek Fathers, to St. John of Damascus. 
Excursus on the use of xapii. 

III. Grace in the Latin Fathers, to St. Augustine. 

IV. Grace in St. Augustine. 
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V. The medieval and the modern Roman conceptions of 

Grace. 

VI. The Reformation Theology of Grace. 
Luther and Melanchthon. 

Zwingli. 
Calvin. 

VII. Grace in the Mystical Writers. 

VIII. The Orthodox Church and Sacramental Grace. 

IX. Grace in Methodist Tradition. 

X. Grace in Modern German Theology. 

XI. Some Notes on Grace. 
The Theology of Grace. 
Suggestions towards a Synthetic Statement. 
An attempted Dogmatic Extension. 

XII. A Statement oh the Problems. 

These memoranda were intended not to be exhaustive 
treatises on the subject they discussed, but to bring out 
the salient and important points in each epoch, so as to 
make clear to the reader the chief causes of existing 
differences of opinion. They will be published in the 
final revision of their writers, made in the face of the 
discussions which have taken place ; each writer will be 
alone responsible for the memorandum to which his 
name is attached ; it will only be for this report that there 

is any corporate responsibility. 
With these papers before them, the following Members 

of the Theological Committee, Professor Alivisatos, 
Professor Arseniev, Dr. Vernon Bartlet, Dr. William 
Adams Brown, Professor Choisy, Dr. Gavin, Professor 
Hermelink, Professor Jundt, Dr. Geza Lencz, Professor 
Manson, Professor Norregaard, Dr. Watson, Professor 
Wobbermin, with the Bishop of Gloucester as Chairman, 
and Dr. Whitley as Secretary, met at Gloucester from 
4th August to 17th August 1931. We discussed the 
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various questions which were presented to us, with 
considerable thoroughness. We were able to agree on 
certain conclusions which we here present as tentative 
suggestions, with the hope that they may help towards 
agreement between the Christian Churches. We are 
conscious alike of the complexity and difficulty of the 
problems, and the imperfections of our own efforts. 
We do not issue this report with any confidence in 
our ability to solve questions, which have perplexed the 
human mind for so many centuries, but we pray that 
our earnest efforts for reconciliation may have some 
fruit in promoting Christian unity. 

A. Grace in Christian History 

Christian teaching was derived not only from the 
teaching of Our Lord, but from His life and death, as 
interpreted by the Christian community. That tradition 
did not always follow the form which St. Paul, who was 
the source of the Theology of Grace, gave to it; and 
at the beginning, both in the East and in the West, the 
development of Christian theology was only to a limited 
extent conditioned by his particular teaching, and no 
definite Theology of Grace is then to be found. It was 
at two great epochs in Christian history that the theology 
of St. Paul was of primary importance, in the teaching 
of St. Augustine, and of the Reformation, especially in 
that of the two great Reformers Luther and Calvin. 

In contrast with later Western developments, the 
Eastern fathers were characterised by a robust optimism, 
even regarding fallen human nature. In view of the fact 
that they had to face certain Gnostic and Manichean 
views, they insisted upon freewill, and were unwilling 
sharply to separate the natural and super-natural. It is 
noted by Dr. Gloubokovslcy that in patristic and par¬ 
ticularly in Eastern Greek literature, there are no special 
researches about this most essential element of Christianity. 
The Christians of that epoch did not feel the necessity 
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of such discussions, because they were permanently con¬ 
scious of the Grace of God existing in them directly and 
wholly. It was a vital fact of their personal experience 
common to all of them without exception. The whole 
Christian life was itself a matter of Grace. In Grace, 
from the very beginning, according to the will of God, 
there acts invariably the unlimited goodness of the 
Father, the love of Christ that passeth all understanding, 
and the inscrutable kindness of the Spirit. Everything 
in creation, providence and redemption, accomplished 
by the triune God, through His good Will, is a mani¬ 
festation of Grace. From the objective point of view, 
the whole world and everything in the world participates 
in God’s Grace and in the Church it finally attains its 
reasonable and saving purpose. The same is true from 
the subjective point of view with reference to the accepted 
and actual participation of those who have to be saved in 
the whole human complex of God’s creation. 

If we turn to the early Latin fathers before St. 
Augustine, it has been pointed out that in a certain sense 
their outlook might be considered to be also non-Pauline. 
There was a sense of victory and power ; the notable fact 
which influenced their theology was the very real possibility 
of martyrdom. There was little evidence of the dis¬ 
illusionment due to a sense of the prevalence of sin, nor 
by the thought of the Fall as a dominating fact in human 
life. If salvation was on the one side conferred by God, 
on the other it was earned by man. The justification 
for this confidence was the fact of Baptism. This had 
given to men who had received the Sacrament a new 
power for good in which they were to place an absolute 
trust. Later, in contrast to this hopefulness, the opposite 
mode of thought speedily gained ground as a result of 
the circumstances of the time. The Roman Empire was 
visibly breaking down in the fourth century; an ex¬ 
planation of this fact must be found, and Christians 
came more definitely to assign sin as the cause. Man, 
according to this theory, is helpless and degenerate; he 
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has no merit. On the contrary, he has a hereditary 
tendency to sin, and even an inheritance of actual sin 
and guilt, deserving of punishment which is common to 
a human being with all his ancestry. This will lead us 
on to St. Augustine. 

It may be noted that the teaching of the Greek 
fathers, uninfluenced as it was by St. Augustine, forms 
the basis of the theology of the Eastern Church, and 
that although in the West the teaching of St. Augustine 
became prominent this earlier Western theology survived 
in the semi-Pelagian influences which prevailed in the 
Middle Ages, and are still to be found in Western 
theology. 

The theology of St. Augustine was the result partly 
of the miseries of the world in his day and partly of his 
own religious experience. It may be stated in a few 
words :—sin, the Grace of God incarnate in Christ 
imparted by the Holy Spirit in the Catholic Church. 
Man has turned his back on God. In this perverse 
misdirection of the will sin consists. The will is enthralled 
by evil and to such an extent as to make man unable 
to do good even if he desires it. Augustine has depicted 
this most terrible affliction of human life with impressive 
earnestness ; he himself had lived it through in all its 
depth. Wherever he looked he saw the same thing and 
the witness of experience was supplemented by the 
Scriptures. This had come about through the fall of 
Adam with its result in original sin. The whole human 
race was infected by Adam’s sin. Each single soul came 
under the curse of original sin. Man has no strength for 
his own salvation, it can come only from God. This is 
the meaning of the Grace of God ; it is undeserved and 
there is no merit in man. The Grace of God comes 
first; it is always God who begins. He plants faith in 
the heart of man ; from faith springs justification, for 
the forgiveness of sins is effected entirely without con¬ 
sideration of past works. By justification a man out of 
unrighteousness becomes righteous. St. Augustine’s 
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theory, in fact, is this—“ Faith is a gift of Grace which, 
infused into men, enables them to produce works good 
and acceptable to God.” justification takes place in 
Baptism, which imparts forgiveness of sins as well as the 
Holy Spirit. Justification takes place in the Church and 
through the Sacraments. Although Augustine describes 
Grace in terms of predestination, he tries to show that 
the action of Grace in man does not mean an omission 
or abolition of will; God works through will, which 
becomes free only as linked to God. 

The doctrine of the mediaeval Church was primarily 
an inheritance, which was developed and moulded in 
accordance with the needs of practical piety and the 
philosophy of Aristotle. It was based in part on St. 
Augustine as interpreted by St. Gregory and other 
excerptists. Grace is regarded as a free gift bestowed 
upon man, issuing from the loving will of God especially 
as made known in the Incarnation, Passion and Resur¬ 
rection. It was thought of either as mediated by the 
Spirit or the very gift (as love) of the Spirit Himself. 
Essentially it is, as St. Thomas put it, a “ kind of par¬ 
ticipation in the Divine Nature ” (cf. I Peter i. 4). 
As the outflowing and sharing of God’s self with men, 
it may be variously regarded as : illumination of the 
human mind, stimulation of the will, enkindling of 
man’s capacity for loving, whether mediately or im¬ 
mediately conferred—by direct touch of the soul by 
God’s loving kindness or through the sacramental means 
of grace. Grace makes man acceptable to God : justi¬ 
fication is making righteous. Free-will, as voluntary 
co-operation with God’s will, is by an enabling act of 
His love rendered capable of corresponding with Him 
to the end of achieving actually what He makes potentially 
possible for man. Merits have their sole character in 
God’s will both to recognise them and to inspire the 
acts by which they may be attained. Sacraments are 
means of Grace, the visible form of the invisible Grace 
thereby bestowed, and depend primarily on His loving 
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will. So far as their due and God-willed results in us 
are concerned, they depend upon effective response of 
man’s will to God’s love. The danger of an overdue 
emphasis on the technique of sacramental life was that 
Grace could be regarded in practice as a communica¬ 
tion of power rather than a relationship with a Person, 
and salvation deemed an achievement of man accom¬ 
plished by God’s Grace conveyed through sacramental 
means. 

It was in reaction to this system which was built up 
by the mediaeval Church, and appeared at any rate to 
make the salvation of man something attainable by 
human merit that the Reformation theology arose. The 
Reformers taught how God, by His Grace, bridges the 
breach which sin has made between God and man and 
offers to the sinner His free kindness. This is done for 
Christ’s sake, in Whose life and works is revealed God’s 
personal will for our salvation. He is the Gospel, which 
is brought home personally to us in the word of forgiveness, 
in which the Word is proclaimed by the Church, which 
hears the Word and is taught by it. The Sacraments, 
which go back to Him, are assurances of His saving word. 
The Gospel is appropriated by us through Faith issuing 
in self-surrender to God’s gracious Will as revealed to us 
in Christ. Faith is personal fellowship with Christ and 
life in union with God. “ Where Faith is, there is 
life and blessedness.” For Faith as the nucleus of 
religious experience produces good works, correcting our 
lives which are sanctified through the Holy Ghost in 
the fellowship of the Kingdom of Christ. 

Something must be added about later developments 
of theology in Germany. While the doctrine of Grace 
as the holy, loving Will of God as revealed in Jesus 
Christ was the centre of all theological thought at the 
Reformation, in the post-Reformation orthodoxy it 
became only one element in the systematic exposition 
of doctrine related to other elements therein developed. 
In the apprehension of religion by rationalism it was 
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pushed into the background and its significance minimised. 
Schleiermacher, faced with the necessity of combating 
both orthodoxy and rationalism, and also as a consequence 
of his fundamental theological conception of religion as a 
sense of absolute dependence, established the conception 
of Grace (more exactly the two conceptions of man’s sin 
and God’s Grace) as the dominant and essential thought 
in Christian doctrine. Thus he prepared the way for 
the formulation of the statement that Grace and Faith 
are correlative conceptions and that sola gratia Dei and 
solaf.de hominis express the same thing from two different 
sides. In this same connection he further emphasised 
as against Protestant orthodoxy that Grace cannot be 
rightly understood apart from the renewal of the whole 
moral life through faith. In this respect he obviously 
failed to grasp strongly enough the Reformation con¬ 
ception of Justification. The knowledge of this con¬ 
ception already attained by Albrecht Ritschl has been 
confirmed by further recent research. To-day . there 
remains for modern German Theology the task in the 
further development on the line of Luther-Schleiermacher 
of exploring more deeply the above notions,. and of 
establishing more firmly the fundamental convictions and 
intentions which lie behind the conceptual doctrinal 
statements of the Church and Theology. Much more 
proportionate attention than has hitherto been paid to 
it must be given to the whole question of the moral 

life in its social aspects. 

B. The Theology of Grace at the Present Day 

We have, in the previous paragraphs, given some 
historical account of the development which has created 
the present position in the Christian Churches. As 
regards the Theology of Grace, the position in the 
Church at the present time is dependent on these con¬ 
ditions—on the two questions in particular : (a) whether 
Churches have been influenced by the theology of St. 
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Augustine, and (b) whether they have been influenced 
by the Reformation theology of Luther and Calvin. 

t^S P°^nt view we may classify the Churches 
as follows:— 

. i- The Eastern Church, the characteristic of which 
is that it has never been influenced by the teaching of 
St. Augustine. It has, therefore, never developed a 
theology of Grace. It lays no such exclusive stress as 
bt. Augustine on the doctrine of the fall of man. It 
looks upon justification as meaning “ making righteous.” 
It lays great stress on the Incarnation and Resurrection 
of our Lord, on the new. life of the Spirit as sanctifying 
created things. Emphasising strongly the dynamic and 
sanctifying life of the Spirit in the Church, especially 
the Sacraments, it bases its belief in Sacraments not on 
any conception of Sacramental Grace, but on the work 
of the Holy Spirit. Its Theology is mystical and con¬ 
templative in character, inspired by the central fact that 
the Word became flesh. 

ii. The Theology of Grace in the Church of Rome is 
a clarification of mediaeval doctrine precipitated by the 
controversy with Protestantism in the sixteenth century. 
Grace is God’s Love ; it is infused by God into us, and 
operates in us with the free consent of our will. Justifi¬ 
cation means making righteous. It is initiated with 
baptism as the first state, and concludes with the achieve¬ 
ment of sanctification in union with God in glory. Faith 
itself involves obedience and acceptance, as well as 
trustful surrender. Hence the inevitability of good works 
in the scheme of salvation, though we are justified by 
faith since faith is “ the beginning, foundation and root 
of all justification,” as Trent puts it. The moments of 
God’s Grace may be variously described—as, for example, 
“ prevenient ” grace by which adults may be moved to 
faith in Christ and thus to Baptism ; “ habitual ” grace, 
by which God’s covenanted loving power is mediated to 
man through the sacraments, and the like. Man’s freedom 
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is the co-operating element and condition throughout 
in the act initiating the process whereby salvation is 
accomplished. By proper reception of God’s grace man 
is enabled to perform works which God pleases to. regard 
as meritorious in His eyes. Love does not over-ride the 
will of man, which is essential to the interrelation 
between God and redeemed man for the appropriation 
of salvation. 

iii. The fundamental principle of the Lutheran and 
Calvinist Churches is justification by faith. Justification 
is interpreted as God’s free gift of forgiveness, and 
expresses the act by which God in forgiving adopts man 
as His child. It comes to man through no merit of his 
own, but on account of God’s loving kindness. Then if 
God forgives man, it is in order that He should sanctify 
him, and what God has initiated He means to achieve. 
As man receives forgiveness of sins and is admitted into 
God’s communion by faith, faith becomes the acting 
principle of his new life. Through faith God sets free 
man’s will, enslaved until then by sin, and makes man 
capable of loving God and his neighbour, according to 
God’s will revealed in the Gospel.. Faith, begets good 
works through which man’s new life, inspired by love, 
becomes manifest. Sanctification is never complete during 
this present life on earth; inasmuch as the more, man 
yearns after sanctity, the more he acknowledges himself 
to be a sinner, unworthy of God. 

Therefore our relation to God always depends upon 
our justification, that is upon the forgiveness of sin 
which God bestows upon every sinner who comes to 
repentance and faith {sola gratia = sola fide). 

iv. In the English-speaking world we distinguish three 
groups :— 

As regards the Anglican Communion, it must be 
stated to begin with that no generalisations are ever 
quite true. Speaking generally, however, it may be said 
that, as in the Eastern Church, the theology of Grace 
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does not occupy the minds of the clergy and laity to any 
great extent. The great body of the English people 
have often been stated to be semi-Pelagian and Arminian. 
Justification . by faith has not very much meaning to 
them. Anglican theology has, in the last hundred years, 
been drawn partly from the New Testament, partly 
from the Fathers, especially the Greek Fathers, from 
Athanasius rather than Augustine. The ordinary, 
religious-minded Englishman would not, indeed, have 
any doubts of his direct dependence on God. His point 
of view may be expressed in the language of the General 
Thanksgiving—" We bless Thee for our creation, pre¬ 
servation, and all the blessings of this life ; but above 
all for Thine inestimable love in the redemption of the 
world by our Lord Jesus Christ; for the means of Grace, 
and for the hope of Glory.” He would believe it to be 
his duty to live a Christian life. He would be conscious 
of his weakness and failure. He would desire Divine 
help in what he had to do, and he would believe that 
that would come to him through prayer and Sacrament. 
According to his point of view he would lay more or less 
stress on the Sacraments, but all alike would believe that 
through the Sacraments Divine help came to them. 
There would be no feeling of merit, but a quite clear 
conviction that he must live a good life before God. 

The Church of Scotland has been, and is, profoundly 
Calvinistic, both in its theological belief and in its con¬ 
fessional utterance. Its adhesion to the principles of 
strict Calvinism has, however, been modified by Declara¬ 
tory Acts of its Supreme Court defining the sense in 
which it receives and holds its authoritative confession 
of faith. Article I. of its Constitution declares its per¬ 
manent adhesion, as a branch of the Catholic Church, to 
the Trinitarian confession and to the substance of 
orthodox doctrine. Within these limits it claims liberty 
to modify its confession, government and worship, always, 
however, in keeping with Holy Scripture, which is its 
supreme standard. Like other religious communions 
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the Church of Scotland has developed a determinative 
ethical emphasis in its conception of its religious relation 
to God and man. Christian life it conceives primarily 
as obedience, in faith towards God, and in the unity of 
the Spirit, to the example, commandments and will of 

Jesus Christ. 
The Evangelical Free Churches of England, along 

with their sister Churches in the United States and 
elsewhere, stand somewhere between the Church of 
England and the Church of Scotland in their Theology 
of Grace, alike as regards its importance and the con¬ 
ceptions they entertain touching it. In both these 
respects they are, frankly, children of the Reformation. 
God’s Grace, as mediated in the Word of the Gospel, 
rather than in its Sacraments or “ Ordinances,’’ as they 
have chiefly styled them, has been central to their piety ; 
and justification by faith has meant much to them in 
this connection. But since the Evangelical Revival, which 
expressed itself in IVIethodism as a new species of the 
Evangelical genus, the distinctively Calvinist conception 
of Grace has lost ground among them, while the dis¬ 
tinctively Lutheran was never congenial to English 
religion. To-day, then, all English Free-Churchmen 
hold that “ Grace is the source, Faith the condition, of 
salvation,” in much the same sense as John Wesley 
taught; that is, man’s ability to yield or not to yield 
to the “ drawing ” of the Grace of God is real, and 
implies a relatively free initiative as potentially part of 
human nature, though in degrees varying with individuals 

and their varying conditions. 

C. Discussion of Particular Problems 

We now pass to the discussion of questions which 
arise from the above historical review. These are :— 

1. The meaning of Grace. 

2. The meaning of Justification. 
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3. Predestination and Freewill. 

4. Grace in the Sacraments. 

5. The Church and Grace. 

6. The doctrine of sola gratia. 

It is necessary in dealing with the relations of the 
Churches that these questions should be formulated in 
accordance with the language of religious phraseology, 
but it is as well to state that behind these theological 
expressions lie fundamental questions concerning the rela¬ 
tion of God and man. They concern the question of the 
transcendence of God, the mode of God’s self-revelation, 
the method of God’s communication to man, and the 
nature of the Divine revelation. It must be remembered 
that the points which are being discussed, though often 

ressed in technical language, are not merely technical. 
We have appended to our report a Memorandum on 
this subject by Dr. William Adams Brown. 

1. The Meaning of Grace 

The word “ Grace ” has been used in three main 
senses. It may mean (1), the loving-kindness of God 
shown in the redemption of mankind ; (2), the gift to man 
of a certain secret and mysterious quality conceived as 
coming from God apart from personal relationship; 
(3), a state of Grace—that is, the state of a man who 
has come under the influence of Divine Grace, or who 
has received the gift of Grace. Although there are 
certain passages in the New Testament which might be 
interpreted in accordance with these last two meanings, 
it seems clear that they do not arise from the exegesis of 
the New Testament, but have their origin in later ideas. 
As will be apparent, the origin of the term “ grace ” in 
a theological sense is due entirely to the New Testament, 
and in the New Testament in a particular degree to 

St. Paul. 
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The term “ grace ” does not occur in the Old Testa¬ 
ment, but that does not mean that the idea expressed 
by it is entirely unknown. The gracious love of God to 
man was the real foundation of the religion of the Old 
Testament; but it is to be noticed that the salvation of 
God is based not so much upon His loving-kindness, as 
upon the sovereign power and glory of God, upon His 
righteousness and judgment. Although in the Prophets 
also, there was some approach to universalism, yet in 
later Judaism this element is lost sight of. Religion was 
hardening into legalism, the relations of God and man 
were regulated ordinarily upon a basis of merit and 
reward. The mercy of God was something subsidiary, 
a supplement to His justice, and there was little thought 
of the mercy of God being extended outside the Jewish 
community. 

It may be noted next that the language employed 
to express the Christian conception, in other words, the 
term “ grace,” is primarily due to St. Paul; while Our 
Lord Himself is a source of all that the New Testament 
means by grace, He does not Himself employ the word. 
The principle to which He carries everything up is the 
fatherhood of God and His immediate will to bring in 
His kingdom among men. It is in connection with this 
will or good pleasure that Jesus makes His ethical demands, 
and it is from this will that He derives the certainty and 
the power of the redeemed life. It must be remembered, 
however, that the Christian tradition is derived not only 
from the teaching of Our Lord, but from His life and 
work ; in particular, from His death and resurrection, as 
interpreted by the Christian community. 

When we turn to St. Paul, it is to be admitted that 
the language he uses in speaking of grace reflects decisively 
the features of his own experience of Christ; the re¬ 
deeming love of God shaped itself in his experience as 
deliverance from the merit-and-reward system of the 
legally conceived Judaism in which he was trained. The 
aspect under which he presents this redeeming love of 
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?°djj’jtl}eref0re’ in his own case historical. It must 
be added, however, that St. Paul claimed for his doctrine 
or grace an absolute and unconditioned character. It 
represents for him the only terms upon which man, 
taced by the facts of his own moral experience in the 
light of God, can attain to forgiveness and acceptance 
with the Divine Being. r 

, St. Paul’s doctrine of grace starts from the position 
tliat the whole life of salvation rests upon God’s mercy 
or free gift. Power, happiness, peace, achievement, bliss, 
are conditional upon open-hearted receptivity towards 
God through the self-surrender of faith. Through the 
generous love or gift of God in grace, salvation is bestowed 
and a new world of blessings opened. Man is saved, not 
by anything proceeding from himself, or from his own 
nature, or from his own will or effort, but by something 
wholly other, which proceeds from God and is exhibited 
in the Cross of Christ. 

Grace, then, for St. Paul, signifies the generous love 
or gift of God by which in Christ salvation is bestowed 
on man and a new world of blessings opened. While 
He thus, brings into relation . to grace the whole life of 
the Christian and the principles functioning within it 
for the realisation of the will of God, He speaks in a 
number . of passages of grace as something given or 
manifesting itself in specific determination of Christian 
life and service. It does not, however, appear that in 
these passages there is any sufficient reason for dis¬ 
connecting the term from its original and primary meaning 
of the. grace that brings salvation. The purpose of 
grace, includes within itself specific appointments or 
functions for the individual which manifest themselves 
in specific determination of his life under its operation, 
yet when St. Paul speaks of the power which operates 
in these functions or gifts, he calls it not “ grace,” but 
“ the Spirit.” 6 

We think, then, that it will make for clearness of 
thought if we confine the term “ Grace ” to its original 
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meaning as an attribute of God, and while recognising 
that the Divine Grace must necessarily be characterised 
by activity and that that activity of God is part of His 
loving kindness to mankind, we should describe His 
activity in man as St. Paul does, as the work of the 
Spirit, and it is on that basis that we have shaped our 

definition. 

2. The Meaning of Justification 

The differences under this heading may be shortly 
expressed. While in the Orthodox Church and in the 
Church of Rome the term “ Justification ” is interpreted 
as making righteous, in the Reformation Theology it 
means primarily to hold righteous ; it means the forgive¬ 

ness of sins. 
According to the Pauline conception, Justification 

presupposes God’s Grace revealed upon the Cross of 
Christ ; it is a Divine judgment upon man, not con¬ 
ditioned by his moral attainments, unmerited and absolute 
in character, but Justification involves by its very nature 
from the beginning a new life in which righteousness 
becomes actual, a dwelling of Christ in the heart of man. 
While the Roman Catholic Church has stressed the 
process by which righteousness is actualised, Protestants 
have never ceased to stress the free gift of God in Jesus 

Christ. . . 
According to St. Augustine Justification is God s 

work alone. Homo justificatus fide et caritate ; but jides 
and caritas are gifts of God. The intention of St. 
Augustine comes near that of the Reformers, but it can 
only be retained if predestination is kept. If this is 
weakened the doctrine of Justification becomes Catholic. 
In St. Augustine upon the whole, Catholicism and 

Protestantism meet together. 
In the Council of Trent, Justification is defined as 

making righteous ; it is given in Baptism. Its basis and 
root is faith, without works, the accepting of God’s 
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unmerited prevenient Grace. After that, a co-operation 
of man and God takes place; man’s good work can merit 
God s Grace. 

. Luther starts from his experience that God in Christ 
is^ the gracious, always-giving God, not the stern judge. 
Crodjudges righteous on the basis of the saving work 
of Christ, without any works of merit. He gives His 
personal love through the wonder of the revelation in 
Christ to the believer, justification is the new relation 
between God and man ; not only the beginning, but the 
daily renewed forgiveness of God accepted in faith ; the 
only thing in the world on which to rely. Justification 
is not a process, but the primary fact; but the good tree 
must bear good fruit. Sanctification is the result of 
Justification. When man opens himself to God, God 
works in Him. Holiness must follow the new relation 
to God. 

3. Predestination and Freewill 

How are we to reconcile the two conceptions of 
Divine predestination and human freewill, the teaching 
of St. Augustine and Pelagius, of Calvin and Arminius ? 
It may be pointed out that if we turn to those chapters 
of the Epistle to the Romans, on which particularly this 
teaching has been built up, it becomes evident that in 
the eighth and ninth chapters of that Epistle St. Paul 
assumes Divine predestination and election. Men are 
what they are because God has made them. St. Paul is 
teaching the eternal purpose of God in the world. He, 
equally in the tenth chapter, assumes man’s freewill and 
teaches the responsibility of Israel for their fall. How 
are these two points of view to be reconciled ? It has 
been suggested that we must ascribe the inconsistency of 
the two statements to St. Paul’s logical incapacity. 

There is no justification for such an explanation ; we 
know that the recognition both of Divine Sovereignty 
and human freewill was part of the teaching of the 
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Pharisaic schools in which St. Paul was brought up, and 
this antithesis runs through the whole of his teaching. 
“ Work out your own salvation with fear and trembling, 
for it is God that worketh in you to will and to do of 
His good pleasure.” This is the fundamental conviction 
of religious life. While from the point of view of 
philosophy the two points of view are irreconcilable, 
they represent the only basis on which the religious life 

can be built up. 
Our religious convictions demand dependence upon 

God ; our ethical convictions demand human freedom. 
The mistake that has been made has been that theologians 
have aimed at philosophical consistency. 

It was agreed that the term “ Sovereignty of God ” 
would express the religious belief better than terms such 
as “ predestination ” and “ election,” which had associa¬ 
tions that had better be avoided, and it was felt that 
the term “ responsibility of man ” was better than 

“ freewill.” 

4. Grace in the Sacraments 

The problem presented by the words “ Sacramental 
Grace ” was this :—According to one view, man’s justifi¬ 
cation and salvation depend upon God’s Grace exhibited 
in the free gift of God of forgiveness accepted through 
faith, faith itself also being the gift of God. According 
to a second view, Grace is something given to mankind, 
a power which comes from God and works in human 
nature, giving to man new powers and capacities. The 
giving of this gift is mediated by the Priesthood of the 
Church, and it is through it that justification, sanctifi¬ 
cation and salvation come to man. It, therefore, appears 
to make man’s salvation dependent not upon God’s gift, 
but upon human action. 

In opposition to this view, the Orthodox teaching 
was explained. The sacramental life is regarded as 
coming not from the gift of a special Sacramental Grace, 
but from the working of the Holy Spirit, and the ideal 
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presented is that of a mystical life in communion with 
God, lived in the Church, which is the work of God’s 
Spirit mediated through the Sacraments. The religious 
meaning of the Sacramental life of the Church is 
brought into connection with the incarnation of our 
Lord. The Sacraments are not the only means of 
Grace, and therefore, this Sacramental life is not any¬ 
thing which denies God’s free Grace to mankind. 

It was generally agreed that this point of view might 
be accepted, and did not conflict with the belief in 
God’s free forgiveness of man. It was pointed out that 
the whole sacramental system was part of God’s scheme 
of redemption, and of His gracious gift to mankind. 
It was pointed out again that in the Sacraments there 
was, on the one side, the gift of the Holy Ghost, and 
this was appropriated in man through Faith. 

5. The Church and Grace 

The chief problem in relation to the Christian Church 
is the reconciliation of the Church as presented in the 
Creed—One Holy Catholic and Apostolic—with the actual 
condition of the Christian Churches and communions as 
presented at the present day. The Orthodox position 
was emphasised which looks upon the Church not as 
formed out of individual Christians, but as prior in its 
mystical reality to the individual. The Church is the 
sphere in which the Holy Spirit works, and it is a union 
of faith and love through which the new life comes to men. 

The terms “ ideal ” and “ empirical ” of the Church 
as it should be, and the Church as it is, were suggested, 
but did not appear to be entirely adequate. 

As regards the expression “ extra ecclesiam nulla 
salus,” it was stated that such an expression is quite 
true of the ideal Church of God, but intolerable if used 
of any earthly embodiment.1 The ideal Church consisted 

1 Dr. Alivisatos would add, “ but the one true Catholic and Apostolic 
Church (reunited).” He would omit the rest of the paragraph. 
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not only of those on earth,1 but of the Church in Heaven, 
and of all those as yet unborn, and there were some who 
are members of the Church or the Religious Society as 
it appeared in the world, who would not be members of 
the true Church, while there were others who were 
members of the true Church, but were not members of 
any visible communion on earth. 

The Church as it was embodied on earth had certain 
characteristics — the Word, the Sacraments, Ministry, 
Discipline. It represented a brotherhood, a mystic union 
between Christ and its members. It was embodied in 
the world as an institution, but it was felt that “ organism ” 
was a better expression than “ institution.” 

6. Sola Gratia 

It was pointed out how important a place the 
expression sola gratia, sola fide played in the life of the 
Continental Churches of the Reformation. It is the 
fundamental point on which all the three Reformers are 
agreed. The only point on which there is a difference is 
in relation to Sacramental Grace. It is, therefore, on the 
basis of sola gratia that the Churches of the Continental 
Reformation are able to come together. It expresses, as 
it seems to them, the point on which they definitely 
oppose the meritorious doctrines of the Roman Church, 
for sola gratia implies the free gift of God to man and 
the absence of any meritorious action such as is implied 
in any doctrine of works. 

It was further pointed out that this represents the 
means by which the doctrine of Grace can be safe¬ 
guarded against all magical or legalistic views of the 
Christian life. “ Grace,” it was said, “ is an attribute 
and gift of God and it must remain undeserved also in 
relation to God’s other attributes. We cannot fathom 
the depth of God’s Being. We men find wonderful 

1 Dr. Arseniev would expand this clause :—“ The one great Church 

of God, mystical and real at the same time, consisted not only of those 
on earth,”. 
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contradictions between Grace and justice, love and 
holiness, which cannot repel us from belief in their highest 
harmony in God. He revealed Himself to us as gracious 
to the sinner in Jesus Christ. In this belief we must be 
united and then all our other differences cannot divide 
us. The revelation of the Trinity is the revelation of 
Grace. Phis harmony in saving work will bring Christen¬ 
dom into harmony in the union of work.” 

On the other side the expression sola gratia was 
criticised. It was pointed out that the expression did 
not appeal to the great majority of English-speaking 
Christians. Nor did it appeal to the Orthodox Church. 
It was described as a dangerous expression, for it seemed 
to take away all human responsibility. It was recognised 
that it was used with an implication that it did admit 
human responsibility, but still it was pointed out that it 
was quite liable to misconception. Moreover, it was 
complained that it was too negative in character, and 
that there was a danger in laying stress on formulas. 
The Fatherhood of God and our Sonship and Fellowship 
in Christ was a better form for preaching the Gospel. 
Moreover, it was suggested that it led to undue depre¬ 
ciation of the means of Grace in the Christian Church. 
The question had to be asked why, in spite of its apparent 
opposition to everything which the times demanded, the 
Roman Church made such a strong appeal at the present 
time ? And it was suggested that one of the reasons was 
that those who felt too weak in themselves to live a 
religious life, found in the means of Grace the help and 
support that they needed. It was indeed true that we 
could all alike accept the phrase sola gratia, for we 
recognised that the whole ecclesiastical system which 
was intended for the help of human nature was itself 
part of the Divine Grace, but that being admitted, it 
still seemed that it was liable to mis-interpretation, to 
creating a wrong impression, and perhaps to lead to 
practical disadvantages. 

On the other side emphasis was laid on the very 
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great value which the Churches which used this term 
laid upon it. It seemed to them the contribution which 
they were able to make to the fullness of the Christian 
life and theology, and therefore it was their duty to 
adhere to it and to emphasise it. It was a mistake to 
suppose that the phrase as properly understood really 
meant any weakening of man’s responsibility, for sola 
gratia always had as its counterpart solafide, and faith 
meant the God-given co-operation of man with God in 
the work of his salvation. It did not mean to minimise 
or neglect the Sacramental element, but it meant that 
Sacraments must not be thought of in any mechanical 
or magical way. It did not mean the neglect of human 
effort, but that human effort is inspired by Divine Grace. 
The sola gratia was as characteristic for the Reformation 
Churches as the corporate, mystical and sacramental life 

of the Church was for the Orthodox. _ 
A suggestion was made that this was one of the 

instances where a Church might preserve its own tradition 
of theological expression without necessarily imposing it 
upon other Churches, that this would be no barrier to 
union, that each Church should bring in of its richness 
to the common life, and that in a united Church the 
deficiencies of this, or any other particular presentation 
of Christianity would be corrected. 

CONCLUSIONS 

i. The Meaning of Grace 

We agree that Divine Grace as revealed in Jesus Christ 
means the loving kindness of God shown to man in our 
creation, preservation, and all the blessings of this life, 
and especially in our redemption through the life and 
teaching, the death and resurrection of Jesus Christ, in 
the sending of the Holy Ghost, in the fellowship of the 
Christian Church and the gift of God’s Word and 

Sacraments. 
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We agree that it means that man’s welfare and 
salvation depend upon God and that God is moved to 
His gracious activity towards man by no merit on man’s 
part, but solely by His free, out-going Love. 

2. Justification and Sanctification 

We agree that this free, out-going Love of God 
justifies and sanctifies us for Christ’s sake and is appro¬ 
priated by Faith, which itself is the gift of God.1 

Justification and sanctification are two sides of God’s 
gracious action in dealing with sinful man. Justification 
is the act by which forgiveness of sins is bestowed and 
the whole life of man placed under God, Who, through 
Jesus Christ and His death upon the Cross, has condemned 
sin and revealed His love to sinners. 

Sanctification is the working of God through the 
Holy Spirit for the renewing of our lives both in our 
personal relationship with God and in the fellowship of 
all believers. 

Faith is not only belief in the Revelation in Jesus 
Christ, but also whole-hearted trust in the promise of 
forgiveness and the loving Will of God. Through the 
self-surrender, the obedience, and the life of Faith the 
Communion of the Christian with God is both begun 
and perfected. Through Faith we are quickened to 
newness of life in union with our Saviour Jesus Christ, 
a life which, strengthened by the Holy Ghost manifests 
itself in love and attains its consummation in the fellow¬ 
ship of the Kingdom of God. 

3. Predestination and Freewill 

As to the relation of man and God’s Grace, we all 
agree, simply upon the basis of the New Testament and 
Christian experience, that the sovereignty of God, in 

1 Dr. Bartlet desires to omit the words “ which itself is the gift 

of God.” 
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fulfilling His purpose for the individual and with mankind, 
is supreme, and that we men owe our whole salvation 
to His gracious Will; but, on the other hand, that 
God’s action in Grace needs to be actively appropriated 
by man’s personal will, and for this decision man remains 

responsible. i 
Many theological attempts have been made, on 

philosophical lines, to reconcile the apparent antithesis 
of God’s sovereignty and man’s responsibility, emphasising 
too exclusively one side or the other, thus causing much 
strife among Christians. But these speculations are not 

a necessary part of the Christian Faith. 

4. Grace in the Sacraments 

(1) We agree that the Word and Sacraments are gifts 
of the Grace of God to the Church through Jesus Christ 

for the salvation of mankind. 
(2) The Sacraments are the work of the Holy Spirit 

in the Church, and represent His personal influence on 

mankind. . 
(3) In the Sacraments there comes to man a Divine 

gift, which each man appropriates through Faith. 
(4) It is always to be remembered that the loving 

kindness of God is not limited by His Sacraments, and 

that there are many means of Grace. 
The term “ Sacramental Grace ” is one which is 

liable to cause misconceptions, and may lead to imperfect 

views of what is implied in the Sacraments. 

5. The Church and Grace 

The Church is the body of Christ, the communion of 
saints and of all believers, alike invisible as an object of 
faith and visible in its manifestation in the world. _ It 
is the fulfilling of the plan of God in relation to mankind. 
It is essentially Holy, through the Holy Spirit Who is its 
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pervading life, and Who is constantly hallowing all its 
visible parts. 

Its function on earth is to glorify God in life and 
worship, to build itself up by winning, enlisting, training, 
and illuminating with the truth new members gathered 
from all peoples, and by imparting to them the new life 
of the Spirit. For this purpose it uses, according to 
God’s Will, His Word, the Sacraments, the Ministry, 
and Discipline.1 

6. Sola Gratia 

Whilst the Greek Fathers, face to face with the 
fatalism prevalent in a decaying civilisation, saw the 
victorious power of Christianity in the form of the 
gracious gift of moral freedom, and whilst the Reformers 
on the other hand emphasised the principle that salvation 
is due wholly to God’s Grace in Christ, in opposition 
to self-righteousness and the doctrines of merits ; the 
Roman Catholic Church has attempted to define more 
and more exactly the limits between Grace and human 
action respectively. We agree, however, that the marvel 
of human salvation by the Grace of God cannot be 
reduced to any precise intellectual calculation, and that 
it may be described alike as the sovereign activity of 
the Grace of God in Christ and as His awakening of 
man’s spiritual powers to a life of personal freedom and 
responsibility. 

7 

Finally, in the course of our discussions it has become 
increasingly apparent that there are marked differences 
of emphasis and expression between different Churches 
in their formulation of the message of the Gospel con¬ 
cerning Grace. These differences have arisen in the course 
of history, and imply to a certain extent differences of 

1 Dr. Alivisatos would prefer “ through the Ministry and Discipline.” 
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racial temperament, religious experience, and historical 

environment. 
We wish, therefore, to record our conviction that, 

provided the different Churches agree in holding the 
essentials of the Christian faith, such differences would 

form no barrier to union between them. 
We further desire to emphasise the importance of 

such unity, for we believe that it will enable Churches 
to learn from one another, thus avoiding a one-sided and 

imperfect development. 
We believe that through a complete union of the 

whole Christian Church the presentment of the Christian 
life and teaching will be realised in all its fulness and 

manifold richness. 

(Signed) 
Hamilcar S. Alivisatos, 

Nicholas Arseniev, 

J. Vernon Bartlet, 

* William Adams Brown, 

J. Eugene Choisy, 

Frank Gavin, 

Heinrich Hermelink, 

Andre Jundt, 

Geza Lencz, 

William Manson, 

J. Norregaard, 

E. W. Watson, 

Georg Wobbermin, 

A. C. Gloucester : 

Chairman. 

present during the full session of the 

Committee, and so was not able to take part in the discussion of the 

text of this Report. His signature of the Report, therefore, is to be 

taken as applying only to the “ Conclusions ” as printed on pages 24—28. 

Will T. Whitley, 

Secretary. 

* Professor Brown was not 
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MEMORANDUM 

BY 

Dr. William Adams Brown 

(see page i;) 

The differences with which we have been concerned in the following 
chapters go back to basic differences in the conception of God and of His 
relation to the world and to man. They correspond to deep-seated 
philosophical differences which meet us in other religions than Christianity, 
and, indeed, in man’s thinking about ultimate problems apart from all 
historic religion. 

One of these differences concerns God’s relation to the creature and 
may be formulated thus: whether God is to be thought of as completely 
transcendent of Nature so that His entrance into His universe in the 
sphere of religion, either in revelation or redemption, is purely miraculous; 
or whether there is an element of kinship between God and the creature 
which makes his immanence in man in reason and freedom not only 
actual but natural. 

A second concerns the mode of God’s self-revelation. Is this revelation 
purely of spirit to spirit, or does sense play an essential part in the com¬ 
munication of God’s will to man and the mediation of His Grace ? 

A third difference further defines the method of God’s communication 
to man. Are we to think of His self-revelation, as distinct from God’s 
contact with man through nature, as primarily given to individuals, or as 
socially mediated ? Does God deal with men one by one, speaking 
directly to each person the revealing and saving Word he needs, or has 
God provided in the Church a social medium through which His Will 
is authoritatively interpreted to each succeeding generation ? 

A final difference concerns the nature of the special revelation when 
it comes. Is it complete and final from the first so that nothing needs to 
be added to it, or is it given bit by bit as man is able to bear it ? Does 
the Bible in its existing form, apart from oral tradition, contain all that 
man needs to know about God for his salvation, guidance and happiness; 
or is there need of a continuing interpretation such as Catholics believe 
to be given through tradition, the creeds and the theology of the Churches ? 

Catholicism has, on the whole, inclined to the second form of the 
preceding alternatives; Protestantism to the first. Catholic theology has 
emphasised the immanence of God in His creation more than Protestantism, 
has made larger use of physical means in its mediation of His revelation 
to man (e.g., the Sacraments), has given the Church in its organised and 
institutional form an importance and authority denied to it by Protestantism 
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and, through its doctrine of tradition, made room for progress not only 

in the understanding but in the content of Divine revelation to an extent 

for which Protestantism makes, in theory at least, no place. 

On the face of it, then, we would seem to be confronted with antitheses 

so fundamental and deep-seated as to leave little hope either for a unified 

theology or a united Church. But there are two considerations which 

make the outlook less discouraging than it appears at first sight. One is 

the existence in each of the great streams of Christian teaching of a tradition 

which emphasises the truth ordinarily regarded as most characteristic of 

the other. The other is the fact that in its religious experience and 

practice each body of Christians acts in ways that assume the existence of 

the aspect of reality made central by the other. One of the most important 

of the services rendered by this series of studies is to show how persistent 

in Christian history is each of the two lines of thought which we have 

contrasted, and how impossible it is to give an adequate account of the 

Christian religion which does not make place for both types of experience. 

To illustrate : Catholic theology throughout its history has recognised 

a certain kinship between God and man which expresses itself through 

man’s possession of a genuine freedom of choice (power to the contrary) 

and makes possible a true co-operation of man with God in salvation ; 

whereas Protestant theology in its classical expression has emphasised 

God’s transcendence to the uttermost and made salvation in all its aspects, 

including man’s freedom when restored by the action of saving faith, a 

pure gift of God’s Grace. Yet the Augustinian tradition, of which 

Protestantism was the heir, has never disappeared from Catholic theology, 

and in its worship, especially as expressed in the writings of the classical 

mystics, Catholics have paralleled and even surpassed Protestants in the 

expression of utter and complete dependence upon God. In Protestantism, 

on the other hand, the Arminian protest against the extreme determinism 

of the earlier reformers has won increasing recognition, and in most of 

the larger Protestant bodies man’s freedom is conceived in terms that 

differ little, if at all, from the orthodox Catholic teaching. Protestants 

have insisted no less than Catholics upon the necessity of good works for 

ultimate sanctification and in their life have not been behind their Catholic 

fellow-Christians in the practice of brotherly love. 

In the view taken of God’s use of physical means, too, the antithesis, 

when more closely examined, proves less extreme than appears at first 

sight. Catholic theologians have made much of God’s use of sensible 

objects and acts, not merely as signs, but as means of Grace ; while 

Protestants have insisted upon a direct action of God’s Spirit upon the 

spirit of man, a contrast which appears most clearly in the differing 

attitude taken towards the Sacraments. Yet, in practice, as the following 

essays have shown, it is Protestantism which has insisted most strongly 

upon the sanctity of all life, including that of the body, and through 

its insistence upon the marriage of the Clergy has resisted the tendency 
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implicit in the ascetic discipline of Catholicism to regard the life of sex 

as evil. Catholic theologians, on the other hand, for all their insistence 

upon the ex opere operato theory of the Sacraments, have been equally 

definite in their teaching that without the exercise of individual faith, the 
Sacrament cannot be savingly used. 

Once more Catholics differ from Protestants in the larger place which 

they give to the organised Church in the mediation of salvation. Pro¬ 

testantism, on the other hand, appears to be and in practice has often 

shown itself a purely individualistic religion. The contrast has been 

most strikingly expressed in Schleiermacher’s famous saying that in 

Catholicism man s relation to Christ is mediated by the Church, whereas 

in Protestantism man’s relation to the Church is mediated by Christ. 

But here, again, the contrast appears less extreme in practice than in 

theory. For all their insistence upon the Bible as the only infallible law 

of faith and practice, interpreted immediately to the individual conscience 

by the witnessing Spirit, Protestants have found the interpretation of the 

Church indispensable and have, in practice, developed almost every form 

of churchly organisation and activity which is found in Catholicism. 

Catholicism, on the other hand, through its insistence upon man’s freedom 

and its doctrine of good works, has done much to emphasise the respon¬ 

sibility of the individual. If a classical example of individualistic religion 

were to be sought, it would be as natural to turn to the great Catholic 

Saints as to any Protestant mystic. 

Finally, to come to what seems in many respects the sharpest and 

most exclusive contrast: the Protestant insistence upon the finality of 

God’s revelation in the Bible against the Catholic affirmation of a pro¬ 

gressive interpretative revelation through a gradually unfolding tradition. 

We find, again, that theory and practice do not agree. It is Catholics 

who have insisted most strongly upon the finality and infallibility of 

revelation once given ; whereas Protestants, because of the very necessity 

of continually re-interpreting the Scriptures, have led the way in 

theological investigation and criticism. 

Thus, all along the line we find the original antitheses softened and 

modified by an enlarging experience and more mature reflection. This 

is only to be expected in dealing with a subject so far transcending man’s 

ability at any time to fathom or exhaust as God’s redemptive Grace 

revealed in Jesus Christ. It is clear that any Church which is to do justice 

to the full riches of this revelation must make place within itself for all the 

contrasted emphases which we have distinguished, and achieve its synthesis 

not by elimination, but by comparison. To assist in formulating this 

synthesis is the high office of Christian theology, an office never more 

needed than to-day. 
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Report of the Joint Commission 
on the 

World Conference on Faith and Order 

1931 

TO THE GENERAL CONVENTION: 

Since the last report of your Commission, in 1928, the World 

Conference on Faith and Order has reached a new stage. The 

report in 1928, covering the meeting of the Lausanne Conference 

the year before, marked the end of the preliminary stage of the 

work initiated at the General Convention of 1910. 

The popular notion that the Lausanne Conference completed 

the task is erroneous. The Conference was, and was declared 

to be, no more than “a new starting point.” It charted the 

ground so that the Churches might know where they stood in 

regard to reunion. As stated at the time, its object was “to 

register the apparent level of fundamental agreements within 

the Conference and the grave points of disagreements remaining; 

also to suggest certain lines of thought which may in the future 

tend to a fuller measure of agreement. . . . Where the 

reports record differences, we call the Christian world to an 

earnest reconsideration of the conflicting opinions now held, and 

a strenuous endeavor to reach the truth as it is in God’s mind, 

which should be the foundation of the Church’s unity.” (Pre¬ 

amble to the Lausanne Reports). 

One of the chief difficulties with which the Faith and Order 

movement has had to contend is the supposition that a single 

Conference would be sufficient to solve the questions which 

divide the Churches. Even at Lausanne many of the representa¬ 

tives hoped, to the end, to issue some proposal for immediate ac¬ 

tion ; forgetting the wise condition under which alone the holding 

of the Conference had been made possible, namely, that it was 

“without power to legislate or to adopt resolutions.” They failed 

to see what Bishop Brent and the other initiators of the plan 
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saw so clearly, that such a Conference was only “the next step 

on the path to unity.” Consequently, there was some disappoint¬ 

ment after the Lausanne Conference adjourned, that out of its 

deliberations no specific plan for reunion had arisen—no agree¬ 

ment as to inter-communion, or exchange of ministers, or “com¬ 

ity” in the foreign mission field. This disappointment would have 

been justified if the purpose of the Conference had been to pro¬ 

duce a scheme for unity; but that was not its purpose. It aimed 

only at “the clear statement and full consideration of those things 

in which we differ,” in order that the Churches themselves might 

more effectively deal with the real problems which prevent 

reunion. This task Lausanne did, indeed, accomplish. The record 

of this accomplishment is in the Reports of the Conference trans¬ 

mitted to the Churches concerned. 

Since then, interest in the movement has amazingly 

increased. While some groups, anxious only for immediate 

action on terms which they consider proper for reunion, are 

tending away from conference toward schemes such as federa¬ 

tion, or toward immediate reunion with groups of similar belief 

and practice, many of the great Churches, which, before Lau¬ 

sanne, had looked on the movement with suspicion as an 

Anglican enterprise, have come to see the need of study and 

discussion before practical steps toward reunion can be possible, 

and are giving genuine co-operation to this end. Abundant evi¬ 

dence of this is seen in the meetings of the Lausanne Continua¬ 

tion Committee, held every summer since the Conference; in the 

appointment of a representative Committee of Theologians, to 

study the questions involved; in the responses to the Lausanne 

Reports, received from the various Churches concerned*; and in 

the increasing number of Churches which are making official 

appropriations toward the expenses of the movement. 

The most notable evidence, however, is the decision to hold 

a second World Conference on Faith and Order not later than 

1937. The Continuation Committee made this decision at the 

meeting August 26 to 29, 1930, at Miirren, Switzerland, attended 

by sixty-five representatives of the co-operating Churches, 

including six from our own Church. The action was taken 

after long and careful consideration of the proposal, and on the 

following significant grounds: “The responses from the 

*These responses have been summarized and printed in pamphlet No. 64, 

which mav be had free on application to the Secretariat, P. O. Box 226, 

Boston, Mass. 
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Churches to the Reports of the Lausanne Conference of 1927 

clearly indicate that, in the judgment of the Churches, the work 

done at Lausanne was invaluable, and that this work should be 

carried on.” 

The Mur ren meeting, in other respects as well as in this 

action, was the most important event in the Faith and Order 

movement since Lausanne. It was the first meeting presided 

over by the new chairman, the Archbishop of York. It heard 

the report of the work done by the Committee of Theologians 

under the chairmanship of the Bishop of Gloucester on the sub¬ 

ject of Grace. It heard a remarkable report by Dr. Zoellner on 

a conference of German theologians at Waldenburg on the sub¬ 

ject of the Church in the New Testament. It discussed and 

prepared a first draft of topics for the next World Conference, 

and voted that preliminary discussion of these topics be under¬ 

taken at future meetings of the Committee. It gave practical 

force to its purpose to enlist the younger generation in the move¬ 

ment, by welcoming a group of young men from Sweden, France, 

England, Ireland, the United States, Germany, Holland, Russia 

and China, w'ho had come to Murren to attend the meeting. In 

brief, it gave full evidence of the purpose of the Churches to 

press forward the work begun at Lausanne. 

Besides these evidences of increasing interest in the Faith 

and Order movement, there are other significant occurrences 

having no official connection with the movement but showing 

the world-wide growth of the will to unity. Among these are 

the steps actually taken toward reunion in South India; the 

hopeful progress of plans for reunion between the Anglican 

Church and the Eastern Orthodox and the Old Catholic 

Churches; the important decisions of the Lambeth Conference 

of 1930; and, in the United States, many conferences on unity, 

as tvell as actual movements for reunion between a number of 

allied Churches, some of which have been completed since Lau¬ 

sanne, while others are in process of achievement. 

Among all these projects of reunion, the World Conference 

on Faith and Order bears a distinctive character, in that it pro¬ 

vides a forum where the difficulties in the way of unity can be 

frankly and fully considered, without attempting to draft 

schemes for unity or to commit any of the participating 

Churches to courses of action. This fundamental principle has 

been reaffirmed by the Continuation Committee as its basis of 

deliberation. 
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The relation of the Episcopal Church to the whole move¬ 

ment has changed since Lausanne. Up to that time, the chief 

responsibility for planning and arranging for the Conference 

rested with our Commission on Faith and Order, even though 

there had been in existence an international Continuation Com¬ 

mittee ever since the Geneva meeting of 1920. 

The Lausanne meeting, however, served to arouse so 

markedly the spirit of co-operation among all of the Churches 

concerned that, by mutual consent, the responsibility for future 

planning passed from our Commission to the Continuation Com¬ 

mittee appointed at Lausanne. With a membership increased 

to one hundred and forty, that Committee now serves as the 

controlling and initiating body of the World Conference. Its 

Chairman, elected in 1929 following the death of Bishop Brent, 

is the Archbishop of York. Its active Committees consist of a 

Committee of Reference, under the Very Reverend H. N. Bate, 

M. A., composed of members resident in England and on the 

Continent; the Committee of Theologians, already mentioned; 

and the Business Committee, composed of members resident in 

North America. Its office, under the General Secretary, Mr. 

Ralph W. Brown, is still officially in Boston, Mass., where it 

was established at the time that Mr. Robert H. Gardiner was 

Secretary; but, more and more, the effective work is being car¬ 

ried on from Geneva, where the General Secretary has spent the 

major part of the last two years. 

The relation of our own Commission on Faith and Order to 

the Continuation Committee, is simply that of one of many 

similar co-operating commissions. We furnish the link between 

the General Convention of the Episcopal Church and the Lau¬ 

sanne Continuation Committee. While your Commission repre¬ 

sents the Faith and Order movement to the members of our 

Church, its more important function is to represent to the Con¬ 

tinuation Committee those principles and beliefs which, in the 

mind and purpose of General Convention, are the distinctive chai- 

acteristics of our Church in matters of Faith and Order. 

It is hoped that what we have said will make it clear that 

the Faith and Order movement, since the Lausanne Conference, 

has made real progress, and is in a better position than ever 

before to explore the possible removal of those obstacles which 

still block the way to unity. Nevertheless, this present stage of 

study is less spectacular, less appealing to the popular imagina¬ 

tion, than the stage of making practical arrangements for the 
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gathering of the World Conference. No mass meetings and 

speeches to arouse enthusiasm are needed, but quiet and per¬ 

sistent study. For this study, the Continuation Committee must 

depend upon the Commissions appointed by the Churches. 

THE WORK OF THE COMMISSION ON FAITH AND 

ORDER, 1928-1931. 

Your Commission has had a two-fold task: 

(1) On behalf of the Episcopal Church, to study the 

Reports of the Eausanne Conference and prepare recommenda¬ 

tions to assist General Convention as to the response that this 

Church should make; 

(2) In co-operation with the Continuation Committee, to 

see that this Church was adequately represented at the Contin¬ 

uation Committee meetings, to advise on questions referred to 

us, and to spread knowledge of the movement among our own 

Church people. 

The Commission has held five meetings since the General 

Convention in 1928. 

We report, with sorrow, the great loss sustained in the 

death of Bishop Brent, on March 27, 1929, at Eausanne, Switzer¬ 

land. The death of Bishop Anderson and of Bishop Hall, two 

of the foremost leaders in the work of our Commission during 

its early years, was also a great loss. Further, the continued 

illness of the Treasurer, Mr. George Zabrislde, during- the last 

two years, has deprived the Commission of the wise counsel of 

one who, with Bishop Brent and Mr. Gardiner, was from the 

first a leader of the movement. 

The Commission has elected additional members, as follows: 

The Right Reverend G. Ashton Oldham, 

The Right Reverend Warren L. Rogers, 

The Reverend Charles Clingman, 

Mr. Robert S. Barrett, 

Major Robert H. Gardiner. 

The Commission has accepted the resignation of Mr. Gard¬ 

ner K. Byers, and consists, at present, of 15 Bishops, 9 Presby¬ 

ters, and 8 laymen. 

Your Commission has arranged for adequate representation 

from this Church at the meetings of the Continuation Committee. 
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MEMBERS OF THE CONTINUATK 

At Prague, in 1928, those present were the Reverend B. Talbot 

Rogers and Mr. Ralph W. Brown, At Maloja, in 1929, the 

Reverend H. E. W. Fosbroke, the Reverend Henry B. Wash¬ 

burn, the Reverend Frank Gavin, the Reverend Floyd W. Tom¬ 

kins, Jr., and Mr. Ralph W. Brown. At Murren, in 1930, the 

Right Reverend James DeWolf Perry, the Right Reverend 

Edward L. Parsons, the Right Reverend G. Ashton Oldham, the 

Right Reverend Warren L. Rogers, the Reverend Frank Gavin, 

and Mr. Ralph W. Brown. 

The present representatives of the Episcopal Church on the 

Continuation Committee are: 

The Right Reverend James DeWolf Perry, 

The Right Reverend William T. Manning, 

The Right Reverend Edward L. Parsons, 

The Reverend Frank Gavin, 

The Reverend Floyd W. Tomkins, Jr., 

Mr. George Zabriskie, Treasurer, 

Mr. Ralph W. Brown, General Secretary, 

Mrs. Edwin Allen Stebbins. 

These members serve by apointment of the Continuation 

Committee itself. The Reverend Frank Gavin is a member of 

the Committee of Theologians appointed at Murren. 
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DN COMMITTEE AT MALOJA, 1929 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

The matter of chief importance referred to your Commission 

was the consideration of the Reports of the Lausanne Conference, 

and the recommendation of such action in regard to these 

Reports as, in the opinion of your Commission, might suitably 

be taken by General Convention. In this work, your Commis¬ 

sion has had the assistance of the special Committee of Theo¬ 

logians, appointed by the direction of the last Convention, to 

assist the Commission in the study of the Reports. The mem¬ 

bers of this Committee are: 

The Right Reverend Philip M. Rhinelander, 

The Reverend C. B. Wilmer, Chairman, 

The Reverend Robert S. Chalmers, 

(The Reverend Angus Dun, 

The Reverend Frank Gavin, 

The Reverend Frederick C. Grant, 

The Reverend Marshall B. Stewart. 

This Committee gave special study to the Reports with regard 

to their consistency with the standards of this Church, and they 

have found that the Lausanne Reports are, in the main, entirely 

consistent with the standards of this Church ; that is, they con¬ 

tain nothing which may not be interpreted so as to be consistent 
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September 1, 1928, Cash Balance 

RECEIPTS: 

TREASURER’S REPORT 

September 1, 1928, to June 30, 1931. 

$7,298.44 

National Council of P. E. Church. 

Continuation Committee, repayment of loan of April 8, 1920. 

Refunds for travel, Prague, 1928. 

Contributions from individuals, etc. 

Bank Interest . 

EXPENDITURES: 

To Continuation Committee, a/c appropriation. 

To Continuation Committee, a/c receipts from individuals.. 

Postage and telegraph. 

Printing and supplies. 

Stenographic assistance . 

Travel and expenses: Members Com’n and Secretary . 

Travel and expenses: Committee oil Lausanne Reports.... 

Travel and expenses: Lausanne delegates. 

Travel and expenses: Maloja delegates . 

Travel and expenses: Miirren delegates. 

Travel and expenses: High Leigh delegates. 

Secretary's Revolving Fund. 

June 30, 1931, Cash Balance in LTnitcd States Trust Company 

(from Sept. 1) (to June 30) 
1928 1929 1930 1931 Totals 

$6,000.00 

3,000.00 

257.38 

$2,500.00 $2,500.00 $2,500.00 $13,500.00 

3,000.00 

257.38 

1,972.69 

589.30 

70.00 1,902.69 

170.11 117.22 280.76 21.21 

$9,374.60 $2,850.76 $4,572.80 $2,521.21 $19,319.37 
$19,319.37 

$26,617.81 
$1,500.00 $2,500.00 $5,000.00* 

1,902.69 

136.25 

$9,000.00 

1,902.69 

298.30 34.54 86.16 $41.35 
162.80 292.61 52.98 65.50 573.89 

81.30 154.09 344.15 106.50 686.04 
293.80 358.87 610.99 261.19 1,524.85 

1,900.00 

852.44 729.96 15.87 1,598.27 

1,900.00 

913.10 

985.00 

400.00 

200.00 

913.10 

985.00 

400.00 

200.00 

$3,972.44 $5,157.27 $9,962.02 $890.41 $19,982.14 
$19,982.14 

$0,635.67 

* $2,500 for 1930 and $2,500 

for 1931 in advance. 
United States Trust Company op New York, Assistant Treasurer. 

by S. L. Hoeeister, Assistant Comptroller. 



with our standards of Faith and Order. This finding your 

Commission desires to make its own.* 

But, beyond this negative judgment, we are convinced that 

certain matters referred to in the Reports require further exam¬ 

ination and therefore we would make the following suggestions: 

(1) As to the Nature of the Church. The evident diver¬ 

gence of views on this fundamental matter is certainly in part 

due to divided opinion as to the relation of the Holy Spirit to 

the Church, as that relation is defined and exhibited both at the 

time of Pentecost and in the Church’s subsequent history. This 

matter might well be a topic for further conference and we would 

advise the careful investigation of such questions as: 

(a) The permanent and fundamental elements, as distin¬ 

guished from the transitory elements, in the work of the Holy 

Spirit within and upon the primitive company of Christian 

believers as recorded in the New Testament; and, 

(b) The sense and degree in which such permanent ele¬ 

ments may be rightly regarded as remaining in force in later 

times, especially during the Reformation Period of the 16th and 

17th centuries. 

(2) As to the Sacraments. Your Commission, in consider¬ 

ing the nature of the Sacraments and the relation of these and 

other means of grace to God’s effective power, has noted the 

manifest law and order which pervade the physical universe and 

has been led to see afresh the reasonableness of the view that 

this process of orderly operation may be at least as dominant 

in what is known as the realm of grace as it is manifestly present 

in what we call the realm of nature. We, therefore, suggest as 

a fruitful topic for further discussion, the place and function of 

law in God’s effective spiritual operation and especially the 

degree in which the efficacy of Sacraments is dependent upon 

and governed by law. 

(3) As to the Ministry. We have studied with care the 

seriously diverse views concerning the Ministry of the Church 

as expressed in the many statements and reports brought to 

our attention. We believe that some of these differences might 

disappear if clear agreement can be found in regard to an 

acceptable definition of “the Ministry.” Such a definition might 

more easily be reached if it were borne in mind that, in any 

*Tlie full report is printed herewith as an appendix. 
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institution or society whatever, the functions of the component 

parts which severally make it up, are determined by the purpose¬ 

ful objective of the whole. It would seem, therefore, that the 

nature and function of the Church’s Ministry may best be deter¬ 

mined by a careful consideration of the purpose for which the 

Church itself, as a whole, exists. It might prove valuable it in 

future conferences the question of the Church’s Ministry were 

freshly studied from this approach. 

RESOLUTIONS 

Your Commission recommends the following resolutions for 

adoption by the General Convention : 

(1) RESOLVED, that this Convention transmit to the 

Continuation Committee the findings on the Lausanne Reports 

prepared by the Commission on Faith and Order, recommending 

further study on the points therein suggested. In thus replying 

officially to the Reports, the Convention desires again to express 

thankfulness for the achievement which these Reports represent 

in making clear the present state of agreement among the 

Churches and the grave points of disagreement which still 

remain. 

(2) RESOLVED, that this Convention heartily endorses 

the proposal of the Continuation Committee to hold a second 

World Conference on Faith and Order not later than 1937, and 

assures the Committee of full co-operation in this continuation 

of the work begun at Lausanne. 

(3) RESOLVED, that the Commission on Faith and 

Order be continued, with power to elect additional members. 

(4) RESOLVED, that the sum of $.3,000 per annum for 

three years be added to the budget for the work of the Commis¬ 

sion on Faith and Order. 
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APPENDIX 

REPORT OF THE COMMITTEE 

APPOINTED TO STUDY THE LAUSANNE REPORTS 

AS TO THEIR CONSISTENCY WITH THE 

STANDARDS OF THIS CHURCH 

TO THE COMMISSION ON FAITH AND ORDER: 

Your special committee appointed, under instruction of General Con¬ 

vention, for the purpose of assisting the Commission to consider and report 

to the next Genera! Convention on the Lausanne Reports, have given 

special study to those Reports in response to the Commission’s request, 

embodied in the resolution of April 4, 1929, “to report to this Commission 

their expert judgment as to the consistency of the Lausanne Reports with 

the standards of this Church,” and herewith submit our opinion. We have 

assumed that by the standards of this Church,” for the present purpose, 

the Commission intends the Book of Common Prayer and the XXXIX 
Articles of Religion. 

Preamble, and Report I, The Call to Unity. 

Nothing in the Preamble or in Report I is inconsistent with the standards 
of this Church. 

Report II, The Church’s Message to the World—the Gospel. 

The Report of Section II, in our judgment, can be accepted as being 

consistent with the standards of this Church. 

Report III, The Nature of the Church. 

While there is nothing in Report III which in terms contradicts the 

standards of this Church, a very serious deficiency appears in the omission 

of reference to Baptism as the means of initiation into the Church, and 

to the Church as the community of all baptized people, including children; 

both of which points are prominent in our formularies. Also it should be 

noted that in the list of characteristics distinguishing the Church since 

the days of the Apostles, the second point, “The profession of faith in 

God as He is incarnate and revealed in Christ,” makes no mention of 
the Holy Spirit. 

Report IV, The Church's Common Confession of Faith. 

Report IV is entirely consistent with the standards of this Church. 

Report V, The Ministry of the Church. 

Report V requires detailed consideration. It falls into three parts, 

exclusive of the Notes; (1) five propositions agreed to regarding the 
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ministry; (2) three paragraphs of statements of historic fact (“Within 

the many Christian communions into which . . . find the lack of unity 

a very serious obstacle to the furtherance of the Gospel”), ending with a 

statement of the principle on which unity must be based (“a ministry 

acknowledged in every part of the Church as possessing the sanction of 

the whole Church”), (3) suggestions as to possible church organization. 

(1) With regard to the five propositions, there is nothing in them con¬ 

tradictory to the standards of this Church. 

(2) The first sentence of the next part, “Within the many Christian 

communions into which in the course of history Christendom has been 

divided, various forms of ministry have grown up according to the cir¬ 

cumstances of the several communions and their beliefs as to the mind 

of Christ and the guidance of the New Testament,” would seem to express 

inadequately the position of this Church, "that from the Apostles time 

there have been these orders of ministers,” etc. This inadequacy would 

be removed by substituting for the words, “into which in the course of 

history Christendom has been divided,” the words, “into which since the 

sixteenth century Christendom has been divided.” 

Also, with reference to the closing sentence of this part of the Report, 

“the provision of a ministry acknowledged in every part of the Church 

as possessing the sanction of the whole Church, we would stress that 

the Episcopate has been treasured by our Communion as the ordaining 

organ through which, for 1500 years, the universal Church provided for 

“a ministry acknowledged in every part of the Church as possessing the 

sanction of the whole Church,” and, as such, episcopal ordination is seen 

by us as a guarantee of unity with reference to the ministry. 

(3) The suggestion that the Episcopate, the Councils of Presbyters, 

and the Congregation of the faithful should each have appropriate place 

in the order of life of a reunited Church, is one which this Church can 

cordially welcome, inasmuch as under the providence of God our own 

constitutional system has made place deliberately not only for the Epis¬ 

copate but also for the Councils of Presbyters and for the voice of the 

laity through their congregations and in ecclesiastical conventions. 

Report VI, The Sacraments. 

Among the matters agreed upon in Report VI, none is contrary to the 

standards of this Church, some being in close agreement with our formu¬ 

laries, others being devotional and theological expressions that have 

become generally acceptable and popular among us as consonant with 

our authorized statements. All these propositions are familiar to us in 

the context of our prescribed ways of belief and worship. They are also 

acceptable to others in very different contexts, and therefore with very 

different meanings. Your Committee believe that this aspect of the matter 

is very important. 

In the fifth paragraph there is a statement of divergent views as to 

the number of the Sacraments, viz., (1) that there are seven Sacraments, 

(2) that only Baptism and the Lord’s Supper are Sacraments, and (3) 

that the sacramental principle is valuable without use of the outward signs 

of Sacraments. None of these, as stated, exactly represents the position 

of this Church, which draws a distinction between the “two Sacraments 
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ordained of Christ our Lord in the Gospel," and "those five commonly 

called Sacraments" for whose observance provision is made in the Book 
of Common Prayer. 

Report VII, The Unity of Christendom, and the Relation Thereto of 
Existing Churches. 

Section I. Contains nothing inconsistent with the standards of this 
Church. 

Section II. This section is not inconsistent with the standards of 

this Church if taken in conjunction with what has been previously agreed 
to in Reports IV, V and VI. 

Sections III, I\ , V and VI. The proposals in these sections are not 

inconsistent with our standards, and are heartily to be commended. 

In conclusion, your Committee wish to express their appreciation of 

the large measure of unanimity achieved and expressed by these Reports, 

covering as they do so wide a range of subjects. We have been impressed 

with the extent to which they accord with the standards of our own 

Communion. The most serious criticism to be made of the Reports is 

that the general terms in which they are phrased so often conceal impor¬ 

tant ambiguities and differences, which must be clarified and considered 

before we have achieved the understanding on which a stable union can 

be based. On many of these issues our own Communion is neither clear 

nor unified. We consider that one of the most important contributions 

that can be made to reunion is a continued consideration of the differences 

which separate us, as seen against the background of our agreements, with 

a view to clarifying these issues and seeking constructive suggestions for 
reconciliation. 
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Lipiscofal Church in the US.A. 1012. 
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FAITH AND ORDER: 

THE PROCEEDINGS OF THE WORLD CONFERENCE, 
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International Christian Press and Information Service 
2, Rue de Monfchoisy, GENEVA 

Annual Subscription : 

10 Swiss francs. 

Telephone 54.350 

Telegr. Kirchenbund-Genevo 

No. 14. Information Series June 17th, 1935. 

World Conference on Faith and Order. 

The Executive Committee of the World Conference on Faith and Order met at Kasteel Hem- 

men, Holland, on May 9 and 10, 1935, under the chairmanship of the Rev. Dr.A.E. Garvie. 
The secretary, Canon L.Hodgson, reported on the appointments that had been made by the 

Churches, since September 1934, in the matter of delegates to the 1937 World Conference. 

58 Churches have now appointed their delegates, the total number of which, to date, is 202, 

with 36 alternates. 

In the course of the discussion, it was emphasised that the thought of the 1937 Confer¬ 

ence should be directly related to the present world situation and its implications for 

Christendom, and that adequate time must be set aside for sectional discussions. The Com¬ 

mittee favoured the proposal of Professor August Lang, of Halle, that the general scheme 

should be worked out under the headings: Jesus Christ and His Grace - The Church of Christ 

and the Word of God - The Church of Christ: Ministry and Sacraments - The Church's Unity in 

Life and Worship. 
It was also proposed that the conference might issue a brief affirmation of the unity 

in spirit of Christians, in view of the challenge to Christianity presented by the world 

situation. I.C.P.I.S. 

AUSTRALIA. Improved Wireless for Churches. 

In view of the need for a wireless station under the control of the Protestant Churches, 

Mr. E.,TT. Stewart, of the Commonwealth Government, who, with his family, has been the owner 

of Station 2 CH erected some three years ago, offered to build and equip such a station at 
his own cost. He emphasised in his announcement that the A.W.A. (Amalgamated Wireless, Asia), 

would maintain the same high standard of programme, but that the station would be so im¬ 

proved as to be probably the best wireless station on their side of the Equator, 
I.C.P.I.S. 

CHILI. Church and Politics. 

The Protestant Churches of Chili recently summed up in nine articles, from which the 

following extracts are taken, their attitude to civil life: 
1) The Mission of the Church of Christ is eminently spiritual and it accepts no of¬ 

ficial relation with the State.- There is a sphere for everyone. But the Church must con¬ 

tribute to the order of civil life and to the perfection of society. 
2) The members of the Church must make use of their civic rights. 
3) The Christian must contribute to the solution of political, social and economic 

problems. 
4) The Christian must determine his vote by seeking for the general welfare. 

5) The Church must not favour a definite political party. 
6) The welfare of a nation depends on the sum of Christian ideals incorporated in its 

legislation. 
7) The Christian may support the party of his choice, but he must consider whether the 

programme of that party is in accordance with the principles of Christ. 
8) Christians must act with integrity in politics, regarding themselves as the 

executors of the doctrine of the Master. 
9) The Churches may not be used as places of recruitment for any particular party. 

I.C.P.I.S. 

ESTONIA and LATVIA. Sunday School Work. 

The statistics of the Estonia Sunday School Union show a decided increase, the number 

of Sunday School scholars having increased from 5,881 to 6,4°o, and teachers from 415 to 

439. The Sunday School Missionary is particularly working in the southern part of Estonia, 

where a number of towns and villages are solely occupied by Russians. It has been possible 
to make arrangements for Sunday Schools to be organised for these Russian young people who 
are living in extreme poverty. Sunday School Teachers' and Scholars' papers are being issued 

bi-monthly. The World’s Sunday School Association has made a special Grant to meet the pro¬ 

duction of a Sunday School Teachers' Handbook which is now ready for use. 
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In many and varied ways there are distinct signs of spiritual revival in Church life 
in Latvia. One of the most interesting features has been the re-uniting of all the Baptist 
churches into one Latvian Baptist Union.- The Third Latvian Sunday School Congress held in 

Riga was attended by 105 accredited delegates in addition to a large number of teachers and 
parents. A new problem facing the Latvian Union is how best to render help to the isolated 

workers who have started Sunday School work among Russian young people along the Soviet 

frontiers. I.C.P.I.S. 

GERMANY. Reich Synod of the German Confessional Church. 

On June 4th, the third national synod of the German Confessional Church was held in 
Augsburg. The leading personalities of the Confessional Church were present, including 

Dr. Marahrens, Provincial Bishop of Hanover, together with the two South German bishops of 

Bavaria and Wiirttemberg, Dr; Meiser and Dr. Wurm, and also Bishop Zenker of Schlesien, 

Prases Koch of Westphalia and Prases Humburg, representatives of the Reformed Churches, in 

addition to Pastor Niemoller and Pastor Jacobi from Berlin, and some 120 delegates. A 

special significance attaches to this confessional synod, for it was concerned, after 

months of careful preparation, with further questions of the reconstruction of the German 
Evangelical Church end with the burning problems of the dispute now going on with the neo¬ 

pagan movement. The relation of Church and State played a special part in the discussions, 

Reich Minister Dr. Frick sent an observer. I.C.P.I.S. 

The Rising Generation in the Church. 

With a view to promoting the present day much discussed change in the relations between 

parish and child , the baptism of children has been transferred in many places to the child¬ 

ren's service. Wherever possible, the child is to be drawn into the life of the parish with 

its different manifestations. Decisive importance is in this way attributed to the education 

of the child in the service of the parish. For the sake of the child himself, the possibil¬ 

ity of serving the parish, for example, by distributing leaflets, is to be employed. Other 

tasks present themselves if the child takes home his children's service paper, if he is 

educated to tell his parents what he has heard at the service, if he reminds his parents of 

forthcoming church activities, and expresses a wish for the observance of Christian customs 

(grace at meals), which he has been taught at the children's service. A common service for 

children, their parents and members of the parish offers further possibilities of gaining 

members who would otherwise remain outside the life of the Church.- I.C.P.I.S. 

Old Catholic Church in Germany. 

Dr. Kreutzer, who was recently appointed to the leadership of the Old Catholic Church 

in Germany, was consecrated Bishop at the Schlosskirche, Bfannheim, by Bishop Kiiry, of Berne. 

Representatives of the Reich Minister for Education and Instruction, of the Reich Statt- 

halter and of other authorities, were present as guests of honour.- I.C.P.I.S. 

GREAT BRITAIN. The memocing Effects -Of the new Paganism, in Germany.. 

The Bishop of Chichester wrote the following letter to the editor of the Times: 

"Your Berlin Correspondent has frequently called attention to the neo-pagan spirit with 

which some of the highest leaders of the German National-Socialist State seek to infect 

their schools and their youth. To-day he draws an inference of the gravest significance. 

The issue, he says is bound to be of extraordinary importance in international affairs as 

well as in the internal development of the German people," 
"There; is a strong desire in this country for peace and friendship with Germany. There 

is a great longing to respond to the hopeful proposals of Herr Hitler's Reichstag speech. 

But the very people who desire friendship most earnestly are deeply disturbed by the forces 

to which Herr Hitler allows such terrible freedom in Germany itself. They are profoundly 

moved by the internal war within that great country, the war which some of the prominent 
members of the National-Socialist party are waging against freedom and against Christianity. 

What is c'his Germany with which we are asked to make friends ? Is it the Germany in which 

the National-Socialist authorities submit Christian pastors and others to the cruelty of hhe 

concentration camp and place every kind of restriction on the liberty of the Christian 

Church ?'" 
" In his speech on May 21 Herr Hitler as Fiihrer and Chancellor made a great point of his 

strong desire for the friendliest relations with the British people. But the British people 

are lovers of freedom, and loathe and abhor religious persecution. Their friendship cannot 

be won while freedom is denied and religious persecution prevails." 
"In the same speech Herr Hitler also maintained that he end the German Government lived 

in the firm conviction that "not the decline of the Occident but its resurrection will be 
fulfilled in our time", and he added, "that Germany may make an imperishable contribution to 

this great work is our proud hope and our unshakable belief". This also is the hope and 
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.Longing all true friends of Germany. But the resurrection of the Occident is not to be 
achieved by making the principle of race into a religion and attempting to substitute it for 
the Christian faith which has given its distinctive character to our common western civil¬ 
ization and been the source and inspiration of many of its highest values.” 

The Archbishop of York as well as some other leading Christian personalities of Great 
Britain have expressed themselves in a similar way. I.C.P.I.S. 

GREAT BRITAIN. Social Reorganisation as seen by Christians. 

A conference on social reorganisation as seen by Christians was held by the British 

Christian Social Council at High Leigh, Hoddesdon, from April 26 to 29, 1935, about 80 

people taking part. From the report which was unanimously adopted we quote the following: 

"The Conference was convinced that every Christian man and woman is called to work for 
the Kingdom of Heaven on Earth, through his daily work no less than through the use of his 

leisure. Unless the Church is stirring up its members with renewed zeal and courage to that 
task it has no authority, and they will have no authority, to call upon the community as a 
whole to amend its ways.” 

"It is therefore essential to seek methods of reorganising our economic and financial 

system so that it may carry out its true purpose which is the Production of wealth to the 

maximum degree that is desirable and its just and universal distribution, whereby all men may 
share equitably in the resources of nature and the gifts of God.” 

"The Conference was convinced of the urgent need to do two things to secure these ob¬ 
jects, viz: 

1. To raise the standard of living and abolish avoidable poverty by a planned increase 
in the purchasing power of the people. 

2. To organise industry in such a way as to limit the power of individuals over other 

persons, and over property which gives power over the lives of others in a manner 

that will increase personal liberty." I.C.P.I.S. 

The Rumanian Church. 

A further step towards closer relations between the Church of England and the Orthodox 

Churches has been taken by the departure of an Anglican delegation to confer with represent¬ 

ative Rumanian theologians in Bucharest. T'l delegation is a strong one and it is represent¬ 

ative of the Anglican Communion, I.C.P.I.S. 

HUNGARY. Oecumenical Meeting. 

The Hungarian Committee of the Universal Christian Council and of the World Alliance 

for International Friendship met at the beginning of May and, on the 9th and 10th of the same 

month, the Students' Protestant Union of Hungary met in a conference on "Liberty and Author¬ 

ity", in preparation for the International Youth Conference to be held this summer. There 

were delegates present from the numerous university cities. Two well-known Budapest papers 

published accounts of the Conference, which adopted a long resolution affirming its rec¬ 

ognition of one sole authority, that of God, but admitting, in its own domain, the authority 

of the State. The Conference declared that the freedom of the Press should be restricted in 

the direction of preventing the publication of matter that would endanger public morals, 

"the citizen having the duty of forcing the Government not to exercise censure except for 

that purpose". I.C.P.I.S. 

The Claims of the Church in Press end Wireless. 

On the occasion of the "Reformed Church Day" in Budapest, Senior Szabo spoke on the 
qbove subject and remarked that the treatment by the daily press of the truths of the Church¬ 

es was not a matter of indifference. "Wo put forward", he said, "a high claim to the daily 

press, as educated men, but also as Reformed and Protestant churchmen. We could not better 

emphasise our esteem for the daily newspapers than by giving the strongest possible expres¬ 
sion to this claim. Our claim goes so far as to demand that the journalist shall be material¬ 

ly independent, so that his steel pen, that compass in the sea of modern life, mey not be 

directed, through material interests, to foreign, lying ends. And we demand a free press. 
Only an independent press can be free, but a journalist is independent who only depends on 

God. Any other press is unworthy of wearing the white toga before public opinion, in the same 

way as an unfaithful pastor is unworthy of setting foot in the pulpit. That is what we demand 
of the Hungarian press. But the members of our Churches expect of it that it will give const¬ 
ant attention in a worthy form to the questions whi’h concern our churches. We do not say to 

the reading public: Send your paper baclcr, but rather, we simply soy: Go on making demands 

of it all the time.■ " 
Finally Senior Szabo urged those present to support the Church press and expressed the 

wish that it might be possible, on the wireless, to begin every day with a five minute 
devotional service. I.C.P.I.S. 
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.xiiERLANDS. 
For Belgian Conscientious Objectors. 

Several protestations heve been addressed to the Government cna to the King of Belgians 
on recount of the orrest for the fourth time, after three previous sentences of imprisonment 
of a Belgian subject, for conscientious objection. Two of these protestations come from 
Dutch onti-militarist and pacifist organisations, one of which, Kerk en Vrede (the Church 

and Peace), with some 8,000 members including 380 pastors and evangelists, further demanded 
that the legal position of conscientious objectors in Belgium should be regulated by a law 
as in Holland and in the Scandinavian countries, I C P I s ' 
NORWAY. A Union of Christian Listeners. 

A number of leading churchmen, including several bishops, hove recently issued an appeal 
to the Norwegian people for the formation of a union of Christian wireless listeners. After 

a reference to the extraordinarily large part played by wireless in modern, times, in'intel¬ 
lectual, moral and religious training, the appeal goes on: 

" The prosperity of a nation defends on its attitude to istianity. It is therefore a 
vital task in the constructive work of wireless, that the Christian impetus should receive 

a central place in keeping with its decisive importance, and that everything of lesser value 

should be struck out." Tho aim of the union is indicated as being: "the extension of services 

and prayers on the wireless; talks on questions of moment in the Christian view; the pro¬ 
motion of a morally unobjectionable and spiritually high level in wireless programmes in 
general, -_p j g 

A Christian-Moslem Peace Plon from the Philippines. 

The kings and presidents of forty-five nations, including Pope Pius XI, have been sent 
?n ori-nS° paper,. the royal colour of Islam, which they are asked to 

reod without delay. This message is signed by 1200 Moslem Moros, formerly the most trouble¬ 
some end war-loving people. Today these Moros, who have undergone a remarkable iransfom- 
etion and are deeply interested in world events, are offering the nations an original plan 
to end war.- They would adapt the custom legislators have of pairing off when they prefer 
not to vote on opposite sides of a bill. The proposal is for nations to enter into treaties 
to pair off their citizens, ct least those who volunteer to be paired off, and exempt them 
from fighting, in case of hostilities between those powers. If one notion has twice as many 
fighting men as another it pairs off two men against one.- Each man thus exempted from 
service will be given the names of his "peace partners" in other countries and ?;ill be en¬ 
couraged to engage in friendly correspondence with them.- This is probably the first plan 
ever submitted that gives all men e chance to express their attitude toward war in a decis¬ 
ive manner. It is, indeed, a "continuous plebiscite" token in peace time when men can think 
clearly end without prejudice.- The v/ritors believe that, if adopted, the p.l&n would in¬ 
stantly call forth an immense tide of volunteers in every nation.- The new idea was born on 
Armistice D-.y, 1933, at a meeting of Moslems and Christians held to pray for peace. Among 
the signers are 12 Sultans, and nearly 200 Sheiks, Hadjis, Imams, Panditas, and guros , as 
well as over a thousand other Moslems. There also appear the names of 200 ChristianI ivinos, 
some American.” . Chinese, and Japanese. I.C.P.I.S. 

SWEDEN. The General Church Day of 1935. 

The Gendrcl Church Day of the Swedish Church took place this year in the middle of May 
in Stockholm, with a larg< attendance from all parts of the country. Such questions cs 

"literature and popular education", the situation in the Mission Field, Church Sunday Schools, 

etc. were dealt with, but the central point of interest was a debate on "the Church and the 

pjroblem of population", which has become extraordinarily urgent in Sweden on account of the 
increasing extent to which birth control is practised. The discussion brought to light the 

root causes of the decline in births in the whole economic, moral and philosophic crisis of 

the day, end emphasised with all clearness the special responsibility of the Church, both for 

the strengthening and sanctification of the family sense, and the morals of marriage, end for 
the erection of more favourable economic conditions. I.C.P.I.S, 

Committee for Christian Literary Criticism. 

For some years the Christian youth organisations of Sweden have conducted a resolute 

and purposeful campaign not only against cheap and nasty literature in the narrower sense of 

the words, but principally against morally disintegrating and unchristian tendencies in the 
sphere of books. This campaign grew out of the constantly increasing dissatisfaction with the 
lax moral attitude of the book world and of the weekly press, as well as with the tone of 

professional bock reviewing, especially on account of their ok‘i effects on the rising gen¬ 

eration. A new development of this campaign has been the recent decision to create, under 
the auspices of the Christian youth organisations, a standing committee for Christian liter¬ 
ary criticism. This committee will have tho task of giving to Christian youth associations, 
organisation libraries, etc., by means of regular book reviews, on recent publications, 
reliable guidance in their choice of books. This recommendation of books which have a high 
literary, moral and intellectual value has met with strong support even ’ eyond immediate 
Christian circles. I.C.P.I.S, 
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OPENING SESSION. 

Monday, August 21st, 1939. 

After a service in the chapel conducted by Dr. Newton 
Flew at 8.15 p m the Committee assembled at 8.45 p.m In 
the absence of the Archbishop of York, the Chair was taken 
at his request by Pastor Boegner. 

The roll of those present was called. 

and vitfw BOeSnf ^C°med fr°m the Chair the substitutes and visitors present at the meeting. 

Corner sported that the following members of the 
Committee had died since the last meeting:—The Most Rev 

Rev TV ATrchbishop Of Armagh, Dr. J. C. Wissing, and the 
r it ' • ‘ , oss Stevenson. He also reported that the 
o lowmg members and fellow-workers in the Movement had 

Re +:rnHl!u H°llin?ss the Metropolitan Chrysostom, His 
Beatitude the Patriarch Nikolaos Evangelidis, His Beatitude 
the Patriarch Dr. Miron Cnstea, Rev. Morris H. Turk, D.D., 
Sir Henry Lunn, M.D., Rev. Henry L. Goudge, D.D., Rev! 
Canon R. B. McElheran. The Committee stood as a mark 
of respect and Pastor Boegner spoke briefly of Archbishop 
Da7r. Dr. Wissmg and Dr. Ross Stevenson. Dr. Leiper re¬ 
called the great services of Dr. Ross Stevenson, not only to the 
raith and Order Movement, but to the oecumenical movement 
generally, and spoke of his past ministry and persona! 

Apologies for absence were read from the following:_The 
Most Rev. William Temple, D.D., Archbishop of York, Rev 
M. E. Aubrey, Rev. Professor D. M. Baillie, D.D., Dr. G. F. 
Barbour, Rt. Rev. Bishop Berggrav, Ven. D. B. Blackwood 
Archdeacon of Hobart, Rt. Rev. L. W. B. Broughall, D.D.,' 
Bishop of Niagara, Father Sergius Bulgakoff, Most Rev! 
Christophoros, Archbishop of Tirana and All Albania, Pro¬ 
fessor Henri Clavier, Rt. Rev. G. H. Cranswick, D.D., Bishop 
of Gippsland, Rev. Harry J. Cotton, D.D., Commissioner 
A. G. Cunningham, Professor C. H. Dodd, Rev. William 
Eveleigh, Dr. Franz Fischer, Rt. Rev. Bishop H. Fuglsang- 
Damgaard, Pastor D. N. Fumajieff, Rev. A. E. Garvie, D.D 
Rev. Professor R. R. Hartford, Rt. Rev.A.C. Headlam D D ’ 
Bishop of Gloucester, Rt. Rev. F. C. N. Hicks, D.D., Bishop 
of Lincoln, Professor A. Jundt, Most Rev. Metropolitan 
Leontios, Rev. Canon E. I. Luka, Rev. Dr. A. J. Macdonald, 
Rev. Dr. J. McKenzie, Professor Fernand Menegoz, Dr. theol! 
Pastor W. Monod, Rev. William Paton, Rev. G. C. Pidgeon! 
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D.D., Professor D. Dr. K. Prbhie, Rt. Rev. Bishop Rahamagi, 
Principal William Robinson, Dr. J. A. Rust, Dean W. L. 
Sperry, D.D., Mrs. E. A. Stebbins, Rt. Rev. Bishop Stdren, 
Rev. J. S. Ladd Thomas, Rev. F. W. Tomkins, D.D., Pro¬ 
fessor Bela de Vasady, Dr. Francis Wei, Rev. C. Yasuda. 

The following were co-opted as members of the Com¬ 
mittee:—Rev. A. R. Kepler, D.D., Rev. Kenneth Riches, 
Professor Dr. J. de Zwaan. 

The programme for the meeting submitted by the 
Executive Committee was adopted. 

The Chairman then addressed the meeting. He spoke 
of his regret at the absence of the Archbishop of York, whom 
the members of the Committee were so accustomed to see in 
the Chair, under whose rule they loved to meet, and whose 
masterly conduct of their affairs they all so much admired. 
He said that as the Archbishop had asked him to act as his 
deputy, he would do his best and relied on the indulgence of 
the members present. Even while they were meeting in this 
lovely country of Switzerland, it was impossible not to think 
of the rest of Europe and the world in its anguish and trial. 
Even now the clouds seemed to be darkening. But in these 
days they were not “dancing on a volcano,” but praying on a 
volcano. They met in brotherly love to consider the things 
that lay deepest in their hearts. When men and things seemed 
most unable to solve their problems they knew that the Church 
had the only solution because the Church’s master was Christ. 
They thanked God that they were there to take thought for 
the Church and for the cause of the unity of the Body of 
Christ. For in Christ, in faith, in their obedience as sons, they 
were one, and were strong to bear witness in love in the midst 
of a world where evil was rife. That was the spirit in which 
they were called to their work of study and prayer and mutual 
intercourse with one another. 

The meeting closed with prayer led by Archbishop 
Germanos. On the following days the prayers in the morning 
were led by the Rev. Professor George Florovsky and the Rt. 
Rev. Bishop Brilioth, and in the evening by the Most Rev. the 
Archbishop of the West Indies and Pastor Marc Boegner. 
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BUSINESS SESSIONS. 

Secretary’s Report. 

I have four points on which I wish to report: — 

1. After the Edinburgh Conference we sent copies of its 
report to the churches taking part in our Movement, and 
asked them to consider it and send in their statements upon 
it. I have so far received statements from : 

The Church of England 
The Church of Ireland 
The Baptist Union of Scotland 
The Congregational Union of Scotland 
The Methodist Church (Great Britain) 
The Evangelical Briider-Unitat in Germany 
The Presbyterian Church of England 
The Church of Scotland 
The Presbyterian Church of New Zealand 
The South India United Church 

These statements which are very carefully thought out 
and worded ought to be brought before the members of our 
Movement, and I propose to make one of our pamphlets out 
of the statements received up to date, and to have that issued 
as part of our literature. They will be of interest and impor¬ 
tance, and I hope that they may " encourager les autres.” 

2. The French edition of the volume giving the full account 
of Edinburgh has now been published. A year ago we com¬ 
pleted our arrangements commissioning Professor Clavier to 
take this in hand, and it has come out a short time ago 
published by the Librarie Fischbacher in Paris. We hope 
that it may be found useful not only in the West but also in 
the part of Eastern Europe where French is very largely the 
language used among some of the Orthodox Churches. And 
I should like, if I may, to be authorised to express to 
Professor Clavier our gratitude to him for the work he has 
put into this volume. 

3. I should report that the German edition is very nearly 
ready, but Professor Staehelin who is editing it is here, and 
he will say a few words about it. 

4. I should like to say a word or two about the fact that 
unfortunately we have no Germans from the German 
Evangelical Church with us here, and to report on the 
correspondence which I have had on that matter. You will 
remember that we could not have a German delegation at 
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the Edinburgh Conference, with the result that there are no 
German members of this Committee. But we have on our 
list a statement that eight places are being kept vacant for 
German membership when it becomes possible for them to 
be appointed. 

xu n° y°u know, my difficulty as Secretary is this 
the German Evangelical Church has not at the moment got 
any authoritative body to speak on its behalf which enjoys 
the confidence of every member and section of that church. 
On the other hand, it is not divided into two or more separate 
churches each of which can be treated as an independent 
church and dealt with separately. There is therefore for me 
as Secretary no one authority with which I can correspond 
knowing that that has the complete confidence of the whole 
body to act on its behalf. Neither can I correspond with 
separate bodies as though they were independent churches. 

Shortly after the Edinburgh Conference I had an inter¬ 
view with Dr. Krummacher and Dr. Wahl, and I explained 
the situation to them as I saw it, and pointed out the 
impossibility of opening official negotiations towards filling 
up those vacancies. But I said that if members of the German 
Evangelical Church came to our meetings accredited by any 
acknowledged leader of a considerable section of the Church, 
then they would be welcomed as visitors to take part in ali 
our proceedings except actual decisions, in which only members 
could take part. As a result we had with us last year two 
members of the Reichskirche section. Early this year I had 
an interview with a representative of the Confessional Church 
and 1 put the same statement before him. That was conveyed 
to the leader of that section, so that he also was given precisely 
the same statement that members nominated by him would be 
welcomed here, and I very much hoped that we might have 
representation at this meeting of both the chief divergent 
sections of the German Evangelical Church. But I have 
letters from both sections saying that unfortunately they are 
not able to make the journey. So you will see that the reason 
why we have no German representatives here is due to the 
fact that they were unable to come, and not to any failure 
to invite them on our side. 

Professor Staehelin said that a year ago he had been 
consulted by the Secretary on the possibility of having a 
German edition of the Edinburgh Report. In consultation 
with Pastor Koechlin he had found that the best thing would 
be to have the translation made by the Life and Work Research 
Department at Geneva. This had been done, had been 
revised and approved by himself and by Herr Otto Salomon 
ot the publishing firm of Zollikon. The book was now in print 
and would shortly be published by that firm 
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Report of the Associate Secretary for America. 

metLhN^nVnilnrmfember|0f the Conti™ation Committee 
met m New York City on September 28th, 1938, under the 
Chmrmanship of the Rev. J. Ross Stevenson, D.D In 

at CWn6 Th reSolution T3 °f the Continuation Committee 
Li ZV Pre7°US m°nth' they aPP0inted a special 

Commit t0 2.°minate members for the American Theological 
with Thp a ’ They caIS°- VOt6d t0 continue active co-operation 
with the American Section of Life and Work, under the Joint 
Executive Committee representing both bodies, for the purpose 
of promoting the ecumenical movement in America. It should 
be mentioned that the Churches of Canada have set up a 
similar committee. F 

The selection of the American Theological Committee 
proved a long process, for every ecclesiastical view-point 
known in the Old World is found in America, and these all 
had to be represented in due proportion, and consideration 
given at the same time to the selection of competent scholars 
R is gratifying to report that when the list of eighteen scholars 
was finally completed, every one of those selected accepted 
the invitation to take part in this study.* The Committee held 
a first meeting in New York, June 2 and 3. The Chairman, 

c George W- Rlchards, D.D., will report to this meeting 
01 the Continuation Committee their recommendations. 

Apart from the setting up of this Theological Committee, 
your Secretary has given his time and efforts chiefly to the 
work of the Joint Executive Committee. This Committee has 
met frequently through the year, and its activities have 
developed along many lines. The following mav be men¬ 
tioned : J 

1. Christendom. By the generous gift of Dr. Charles Clayton 
Morrison and the publishers, this important quarterly 
review became the property of the Joint Executive Com¬ 
mittee, in trust for the ecumenical movement, in the fall 
of 1938. Dr. H. Paul Douglass was appointed editor He 
is assisted by a representative Board of Publication. In 
assuming responsibility for Christendom, the Joint 
Executive Committee has no intention of usurping the 
field of an international review,’ its only purpose is to 
interpret the ecumenical movement to America, and to 
provide an organ for the expression of American opinion. 

2. Other publications have included Dr. Dun’s valuable 
‘"Studies in Church Unity,” based upon the Edinburgh 
Report; the World Council Constitution; and the article 
‘‘What is the World Council of Churches?” by Dr. Visser 

* See page 27. 
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t Hooft, reprinted from Christendom. Dr. Flew’s article, 
“Our Next Task,” has also been reprinted and circulated. 
Some popular pamphlets on the proposed World Council 
have also been issued. 

3. A Secretary for Theological Seminaries, the Rev. Roy J. 
McCorkel, has been appointed, and a Secretary for 
Education and Promotion, the Rev. Paul G. Macy. In 
arousing ecumenical interest among the thousands of theo¬ 
logical students of all churches, the Committee feels that 
it is laying the surest foundation for future support of the 
ecumenical movement. Mr. Macy’s held is among groups 
of lay people and of clergy. An association has been 
formed called Friends of the World Council,” member¬ 
ship in which is open to individual members of all 
churches. 

4. Funds for the budget of Faith and Order, of Life and 
Work, and of the Provisional Committee, have been raised 
through a joint appeal, a plan which is being followed 
again this year. In 1938 a total of $65,000 was received. 
This was sufficient to provide for the American budgets, 
and for the contribution to the central budgets of Faith 
and Order, Life and Work, and the Provisional Committee. 

Mention must be made of the continued enthusiastic 
response to the proposal for a World Council of Churches: in 
the United States and Canada fifteen Churches have already 
accepted the invitation to become members. A notable event 
in the past year has been the uniting of the Methodist Episcopal 
Church, the Methodist Episcopal Church South, and the 
Methodist Protestant Church in a single body, called, simply 
The Methodist Church, with a membership of 8,000,000. 
Discussions looking towards union are in progress between 
other Churches also. One of these, that of the Episcopal 
Church with the Presbyterian Church in the U.S.A., is of 
especial interest as involving the question of the ministry. 

Floyd W. Tomkins. 

Appointment of Vice-Chairman. 

The Rev. G. W. Richards, D.D., was appointed Vice- 
Chairman in place of the late Dr. J. Ross Stevenson. 

Finance. 

Treasurer’s Report. 

The Treasurer’s Report for the year ending April 30th, 
1939, was presented by Canon Tatlow. The Report is printed 

10 



separately. He also reported that the following contributions 
from churches had been received by him since April 30th in 
addition to those printed in the Report:_ 

Baptist Union of Great Britain 
Church of Ireland (2 years) 
Province of the West Indies 
Church of Finland (2 years) 
Society of Friends 

and Ireland £10 0 0 
£50 0 0 
£8 11 3 

£10 0 0 
£3 0 0 

_ Canon Tatlow answered various questions on the Report, 
which was then adopted, and a resolution was passed express¬ 
ing the thanks of the Committee to the Hon. Alanson B. 
Houghton, Canon Tatlow, and the United States Trust Com¬ 
pany for their continued services during the past year. 

Expenditure Budget. 

Canon Tatlow presented the following budget for expendi¬ 
ture for the year May 1st, 1939, to April 30th, 1940, which had 
been approved by the Executive Committee: 

Proposed Expenditure Budget for Year May 1st, 1939.— 

April 30th, 1940. 
European Expenses. 

Theological Secretary. 400 
Office Expenses: — 

Clerical Assistance .. .. .. .. .. 225 
Postage and Printing .. .. .. .. 200 
Supplies and Equipment .. .. .. .. .. 60 
Travel .. .. .. .. .. 40 
Rent, Light and Heat .. .. .. .. .. 50 

Committee Meetings .. .. .. .. .. .. 100 
Theological Commissions . 500 
“Second World Conference,” French and German Editions 350 
Treasurer’s Expenses .. .. .. .. .. .. 15 
Youth Group . 50 
Contribution to World Council Provisional Committee .. 275 

£2265 

American Expenses. 

$ 
Administration .. .. .. .. .. 2,700.00 
Printing and Publishing .. .. .. .. .. 1,000.00 
Postage, Telephone, Telegraph .. .. .. .. 500.00 
Supplies .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 200.00 
Equipment .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 200.00 
Theological Commission .. .. .. .. 500.00 
Travel and Meetings .. .. .. .. .. 1,400.00 

$6,500.00 

Several questions were asked and answered, after which 
it was approved by the Committee as an expenditure budget 
for 1939-40. 
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Date of Next Meeting. 

The Secretary expressed the hope that the Continuation 
Committee would be willing not to meet for two years on the 
ground that whatever time and money were available should 
be appropriated for the work of the Commissions. If this 
were done, in two years’ time the Commissions might reason¬ 
ably be expected to have some interim reports to present which 
would justify the Committee meeting to receive them. This 
was agreed to. 

Re-Election of Executive Committee. 

The existing elected members of the Executive Committee 
were re-elected to hold office until the next meeting of the 
Continuation Committee, and the Executive Committee was 
empowered to act on behalf of the Continuation Committee in 
all matters where action was required before the Continuation 
Committee should meet again. 
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CONFERENCE SESSIONS. 

I 

Discussion of Plans for the Study of Ways of Worship. 

The Secretary: I should like to say a few words in 
opening this subject. 

(i) May I remind you of the four proposals we had before 
us last year in an attempt to carry out the instructions of the 
Edinburgh Conference to seek a way to mutual understanding 
through growth in knowledge and experience of one another’s 
ways of worship? These proposals are reproduced in Note B 
of the printed programme for this meeting.* After a long 
discussion we came to no positive conclusion last year. We 
ruled out the suggestion of sending a circular to all our sup¬ 
porters asking them to experiment in their own localities, and 
it was left that before this meeting I should take what counsel 
I could with correspondents in different parts of the world. 
You have before you a selection of the replies I received. 
Almost unanimously the advice is that we should proceed on 
the lines suggested last year by Pastor Boegner when he said : 

“ It is important to distinguish two questions: (a) intercon¬ 
fessional services and intercommunion, (b) the gaining of mutual 
knowledge of one another’s own worship. The former is some¬ 
thing we are familiar with, but the latter is different and in¬ 
volves a study as complete as possible of one another’s liturgical 

■"NOTE B.—We start from Resolution 17 of 1938: 
“ That the next meeting of the Committee be held in the week 

beginning August 21st, 1939, that its main business be the further 
consideration of the steps to be taken to promote the study of 
liturgical questions in accordance with the Edinburgh Conference 
Report, Ch. VI, v. 9, that this subject be held to include the study 
of the problem of Intercommunion, and that opportunity be given 
to the Commission on the Church to take counsel with the Com¬ 
mittee for the further development of its work.” 
(i) Last year we had before us four proposals : (a) the appoint¬ 

ment of a commission on the study of liturgical questions, (b) the 
production of leaflets describing different traditions of worship, (c) the 
holding of liturgical conferences, and (d) the circulation of a letter 
asking widespread co-operation. Progress on the lines of (d) was 
ruled out by last year’s decision. Since then I have consulted with 
many advisers, and shall propose this year the appointment of a 
commission on the lines suggested in Pastor Boegner's speech recorded 
on page 41 of the 1938 report. This does not mean that proposals (b) 
and (c) of 1938 are rejected. I believe that the best way of carrying 
them out will be to let them develop out of the work of the Commission. 
And will not this Commission be the natural body to take cognisance 
of the following paragraph from Chapter IV of the Edinburgh Report? 

“ In this connection the way in which we should understand 
the words ‘ all generations shall call me blessed ’ was considered. 
No agreement was reached, and the subject requires further study.” 

If this Commission is appointed. I shall propose that its title be. 
“ The Commission on Ways of Worship.” 
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tradition. But this involves a study which would be an immense 
undertaking, as immense as Dr. Flew has shown is the study of 
the Church. It involves, for example, the study of the doctrine 
contained in the liturgy, for it has been said ' la liturgie est le 
dogme prie ’. To appoint a commission to undertake such a 
task is to appoint it to study the history of liturgical traditions 
and their doctrinal justification. I would support the appoint¬ 
ment of such a commission which might in the course of its 
work do what Mr. Tomkins and the Dean of Chichester want, 
but its main aim should be a thorough study of this vast subject.” 

As regards the personnel to whom we should look for this 
work, we feel that we should try to find someone on the Con¬ 
tinent of Europe to act as chairman in this second Commission 
if we appoint it. I do not think we can here draw up anything 
like a complete list of members of the Commission. What I 
would ask the Committee to do is to consider (i) whether it is 
now ready to try to establish such a Commission, (ii) to define 
its terms of reference, and (iii) to try to decide on who is to be 
asked to be chairman, and then give that Commission 
authority to go ahead and begin its work, and seek ratification 
of its list of names, etc., at a later date. 

(2) You will remember that last j^ear the question of Inter¬ 
communion was raised, and a resolution passed saying that 
it should be included in the subject now under discussion. It 
seems to me that whilst it might be right to think of this subject 
as including the particular subject of Intercommunion, it 
would not be wise simply to attach that to this Commission on 
Ways of Worship as one item to be attended to. My chief 
reason for this is that I have a feeling that Anglican members 
of this Movement are in some quarters suspect of always trying 
to shelve this subject. If this Commission on Ways of Wor¬ 
ship is going to do its work properly it is going to need four 
or five years at least before we can expect it to produce its 
report, and simply to ask it to consider Intercommunion with 
all the rest means that we shall hear no more of that for five 
years. Also, it would, I think, be distracting to the chairman 
and members of that Commission to feel that they had got in 
their terms of reference one particular subject requiring special 
attention, which would preclude them from mapping out their 
programme as they would otherwise think best. It therefore 
seems to me that what we need is a comparatively small group 
instructed to explore the subject and report within a compara¬ 
tively short time, say two years. We must remember that the 
Faith and Order Movement does not attempt to tell the 
churches what they ought to do. What we want is an objec¬ 
tive statement of why it is that some of us feel the scandal of 
not being able to communicate together so strongly as to think 
that no one ought to hold back, and why it is that others on 
conscientious grounds cannot agree to that, and what are the 
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exact constitutional decisions of different churches in this 
matter. We want an expose of the actual situation in its 
bearings on the question of unity, and for that I would suggest 

+uatjW« nee? a Sma11 gn?uP- one J'ust large enough to represent 
e different points of view which must be considered, but not 

too large to be able to engage in a corporate piece of study and 
to produce results within about two years, so that we shall not 
be thought continually to be evading this issue, which to some 
of us is so veiy much alive. 

We have four decisions to make: (i) whether the Com¬ 
mittee wishes to establish these two Commissions, (ii) their 
terms of reference, (iii) their size, (iv) instructions as to the 
men whom the Committee wishes to have as their chairmen 

The following letter from the Rev. Sergius Bulgakoff 

had been circulated among the members of the Committee and 
was in tneir hands during the discussion: 

I feel deeply satisfied by the proposal of our Secretary to 
include in the programme of the future ■ Commission on Ways 
Sl^°,rshlpf. th® Paragraph from Chapter IV of the Edinburgh 
Report on the devotion of the Mother of God. I am heartily 
supporting this proposal which will be certainly received with 
great satisfaction in the Orthodox world (and, I suppose in the 
Roman Catholic, too). The further movement of this discussion 
m the oecumenical theology is necessary. 

“ I agree that this discussion may be included in the series 
of leaflets describing different traditions of worship- It 
would be desirable there to express the different mariological 
doctrines of different Christian confessions. If we pass over 
this question once more in silence, it will make an unfavour¬ 
able impression of a certain evasiveness on an important aues- 

such a^eaflet™3117 Sh°Uld Uke to Part‘cipate very willingly in 

I think that the discussion might be concentrated on the 
following questions: — 

1. The meaning of the Mother of God for the Incarnation 
2. The sanctification and glorification of the Mother of God 

in connection with it, 
3. The place of the Mother of God in the Church and in the 

whole of mankind. 
4. The meaning of the devotion of the Mother of God for the 

reunion of Christianity and for the whole CEcumenical 
movement. 

“1 ask you to read this paper in the meeting of the Con¬ 
tinuation Committee of the year 1939.” 

Bishop Ivan Lee Holt suggested that they should first 
decide whether they supported the Secretary in the idea that 
there should be two Commissions, and then proceed to discuss 
the function of each. 

He proposed the appointment of two Commissions with a 
separate one for Intercommunion. 

Dr. Luke Wiseman said he would support the Secretary’s 
proposals for the reasons he had given. A Commission on 
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Ways of Worship was one which more than any other would 
help the Faith and Order Movement in the present time and 
should be established together with the Commission on the 
Church. If they were to consider Intercommunion, it would 
be better done by a separate body by itself. Speaking as a 
Free Churchman he knew that there was wide appreciation of 
the difficulties of the situation and no desire to urge upon the 
Faith and Order Movement a claim that would seem to demand 
decisions out of keeping with its principles. But there was 
widespread grave disquiet at the fact that churches did "fence 
the tables from other Christians. And surely it was a proper 
procedure to suggest that if there were a body like Faith and 
Order representing the different churches which could bring 
them together to say of one another that they thought of them 
as in the Body of Christ, then some means ought to be found 
by which those who are members of the Body should not be 
hindered from presenting themselves at the Table of the Lord. 
The Methodist rule was that any member of the Methodist 
Church had a right to present himself unless he were an evil 
liver; others were left to decide whether they could do so, but 
they were welcome if they came. But they did not feel’that 
they had similar rights at other altars. It was important to 
distinguish interconsecration and interparticipation; he was 
not questioning the right of any church to decide who should 
consecrate its elements, but when he went to another church 
he would wish to be welcomed as a brother. Why might he 
not come? That was what he wanted to get at, to receive a 
welcome as a relative, and if a Commission could find a way 
of making this possible he would be most glad. 

The Chairman asked whether Bishop Holt’s motion was 
to be approved. 

Dr. Hagan said that as the original mover for the inclusion 
of the subject of Intercommunion, he wished to support the 
proposal to have two Commissions. He would like to assure 
the Secretary that the Church of Scotland did not suspect the 
Church of England of any desire to shelve the question of 
Intercommunion, and that it did not regard churches which 
practised open communion as more liberal, or churches which 
on conscientious grounds practised closed communion as more 
narrow-minded. It respected both as standing by their 
principles. But he hoped that such a Commission, without 
in any way trampling on the principles of any church, would 
be able to establish a community of principles which did not at 
present exist. 

It was voted unanimously to establish two Commissions. 

The Chairman then asked the Committee to discuss the 
terms of reference for the Commissions. 
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Bish°p Brilioth said that undoubtedly the field which 

wa«C°miTS10n on ,Ways of Worship would have to investigate 
was very large and important, and accordingly he hesitfted 
a little in making a proposal, which, however he felt was of 

thathth^Pfi0ImnCfe-that he mUSt make He wanted to propose 
that the field of investigation be still further enlarged InVe 
discussion so far as he could see there had only befn raised the 
question m liturgical worship. He would like to plead that in 

akT'S'inclu'ded3^ W°rSli-P "T and “ the Past^ere should 
fht ru £ d the question of the sermon and preaching in 

not 1 tWf°iid be a one“sided investigation whichLd 
the ft r n° hlS m,°St lmP°rtant part of the worship of 
the Church This opened up a much larger question which 

wanted to mention briefly, because it was outside the field 
, dlscussi°ns. namely, the possibility of seeing one day 
a conference called which was not directly Faith and Order or 
Life and Work, but which would deal with the question of the 
pastoral work of the Church in its various manifestations 
There was nothing in the world to-day, for example, more 
burning than the question of Christian education, and this 
wouW be a matter which such a world conference could 
certainly include as a very fruitful field. 

,, ,one looklfd at the history of the world’s worship and 
he history of the Early Church, and read accounts of the 

Communion service in St. Justin, one would find exhortation 
as a part of the service, and if one studied the classical time of 
the ancient Church of the third, fourth and fifth centuries, one 
would find that preaching took a most important part in both 
Creek and Latin worship. There was a big change when the 
homily dropped out of the Latin Mass. There are churches to¬ 
day whose worship concentrates on the preaching, with prayers 
and hymns attached. If these churches were only to be studied 
irom the liturgical point of view there would not be much to 
be got from them. On the other hand, there are churches 
where ^the absence of the sermon is an important factor. 
In the Lutheran Church of Sweden the sermon is properly part 
of the service and is an act of worship. The difference between 
this and the Anglican Church of to-day is that in the latter the 
sermon is not regarded as an act of worship, but is a kind of 
address added on to the service, while in the Swedish Lutheran 
Church it is an act of worship whose object is to lead the 
worship in the spirit of adoration—it is therefore a liturgical 
act in the Lutheran Church. So much so that in some old- 
fashioned Lutheran churches there is a traditional form of 
preaching which has continued in a direct line from the Middle 
Ages. The Commission must therefore concern itself with the 
question of preaching. In saying this he did not mean that 
the Commission should enter upon the question of pure 
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homiletics, but that it must include some study of the question 
of preaching. 

Dr. Leiper wondered whether it would be in order to 
propose that in connection with the preaching missions which 
were now being projected by the World Council Provisional 
Committee, and in other projects which were oecumenical in 
character, the type of thing which had here been under 
discussion should be kept very definitely in mind, and a study 
made of the actual experiences of the churches in worship 
together. Probably that would not involve the question of 
Communion, but it would include that of other worship 
services. In the U.S.A. experiments concerning services of 
united worship had given valuable evidence. The Amsterdam 
Youth Conference also did much that was of importance and 
quite new in their worship services. Each day a service was 
conducted according to the rites of one or other of the big 
communions, and the whole Conference had the opportunity 
of worshipping in the form which is customary to one or other 
of these great communions. That type of thing might not be 
possible in connection with the preaching mission, but at least 
there was a chance of worship together. The approach should 
be from the empirical point of view as well as from the 
historical. The mass of church people would never read 
documents produced by our Commissions, but what was done 
in the great preaching missions was brought before these people 
who would never read the best of books. He hoped that 
before the meeting ended there might be an opportunity of 
hearing something about these preaching missions from Dr. 
Bader, who was responsible for the organisation of the plan 
and carrying it out in the United States, and who had also 
been in contact with church leaders on the Continent with 
regard to similar experiments. He might be able to make 
some concrete suggestions to the Commission so that when 
possibilities of co-operative preaching and worship occurred 
there might be a practical demonstration of what the churches 
could do. 

Bishop Talbot thought that the terms of reference should 
not be confined to the study of existing forms of worship, but 
should take into account the future, having regard to what the 
worship of the great Church of the future was going to be. 
Anglican worship at the moment was in a state of movement 
and in need of revision. Its Prayer Book was lamentably 
lacking in stress on the Resurrection, but Anglicans were 
learning from the Orthodox a better proportion and that the 
Cross must never be dissociated from the Resurrection. If 
we were going merely to say what were our existing forms of 
worship we should be trying to fire at targets that were always 
moving. J 
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Dr. Visser ’t Hooft said that he would like to make five 
points. 

. M, He wished to express his gratitude for Bishop 
Bnlioth s suggestion that the sermon should be considered as a 
central part of the worship of the Church. This would enrich 
the Commission and bring in a number of churches which 
would otherwise feel that its work did not concern them. 

(2) He hoped that the Commission would not simply 
have the various ways of worship described by members of 
the tradition to which they belonged, because the really 
interesting thing in the oecumenical situation was rather to get 
the comments of members of other churches on these 
descriptions. He hoped that the Commission would (i) get 
someone to explain his own worship tradition, and (ii) pass on 
that document to people of other traditions who could then 
comment on it and discuss it with the writer. Only in that 
way could we have genuine “conversations,” and remove 
those very many misunderstandings which we all had in our 
minds about one another’s traditions. 

(3) He hoped with Bishop Talbot that the Commission 
would not only speak about liturgies created in the past or 
existing in the present, but would also speak definitely on the 
very difficult question of liturgical creation. A great many 
people were working on this question, some carefully and 
thoroughly, and some very inadequately. One big instance 
was the Younger Churches. If the Commission could help to 
give certain principles of liturgical creation, he thought it 
would do a tremendous service and give some standards and 
direction to the various attempts which were being made. 

(4) As to the question of common worship, he wanted 
very much to see an attempt such as that made at Amsterdam 
or that of the World Student Christian Federation in Venite 
Adoremus critically examined by competent people. This 
would give most helpful guidance for similar attempts in other 
oecumenical meetings. 

(5) With regard to the Intercommunion Commission, he 
wondered whether it would not be possible to add something 
to the Secretary’s suggestion of an objective statement showing 
how far it was possible and where it was not possible. 
Although that was important, it was not the most important 
thing, because another point arose, namely what was to be 
done in the present intermediate period, especially in 
oecumenical gatherings. There was a new development called 
“spiritual intercommunion,” a term which he disliked because 
it seemed to infer that real intercommunion was not spiritual, 
but it had been proposed as an alternative method during the 
present period. A very real service that no one else could 
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render better than the Faith and Order Movement would be to 
examine critically that whole proposal of “spiritual inter¬ 
communion . Did that really mean taking others’ com¬ 
munion seriously, or did it mean undervaluing it, and in that 
case would not this be to render a disservice to the cause of the 
unity movement? There were so many difficulties involved 
that he thought a real study would be of great service at this 
time. 

Dr. Schonfeld wished to express on behalf of his German 
brethien who could not be there their very great joy and 
thankfulness that the Faith and Order Movement was taking 
up this subject of Ways of Worship, a subject so vital to a 
church in which thousands of parishes were struggling to 
intensify the Christian life. And he thought that his German 
biethren who were living through these experiences, and 
making these experiments, would be able to tell the Committee 
of many great things which were happening in that connection. 
He thought that if this subject of the study of ways of common 
worship were taken seriously as a question of the present exist¬ 
ence of Christian life in the midst of the present situation in all 
countries and churches, then there would be one point where, 
according also to the view of the best economists, sociologists 
and politicians, they could overcome the "mass situation” 
which was hindering the church from being the conscience ol 
the nation. 

He wished to plead with the Committee not to limit these 
studies to the co-operation of theologians, but to take in lay¬ 
men as well. The interest of laymen and lay women in this 
subject was shown by the prominent part taken by them ir 
Germany in the Berneuchener Dienst. 

One other thing which might be of importance in connec 
tion with the suggestion of Bishop Brilioth was that they 
should study the different ways of worship for different ages. 
What kind of worship was developed to-day in the different 
countries for children and the younger generation, and even 
toi the different types of vocation? Germans would welcome 
this proposal and co-operate with it and bring in much of 
value from their experience. 

Pastor Merle d’Aubigne said that he had listened with 
great satisfaction to the discussion that morning, and was 
especially glad that this question of the worship in the churches 
had been placed before the Committee and the whole Faith 

h LM°vuement- Before he came there his persuasion 
had been that that practical question was one which should be 
studied thoroughly, and that it would bring to the churches 
an immense advantage if it were done in that spirit of 
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thoroughness. In French speaking countries he would not be 
surprised to hear words akin to what he had heard that mom- 
mg on all sides. He was certain that there was general dis¬ 
satisfaction with the present state of things and longing for a 
remedy And why? For a reason that had not been men¬ 
tioned there, the abandonment, the forsaking of public wor¬ 
ship. What did they see in their church life? People in 
general seemed to want to have a pastor and a church nearby 
but had lost the desire of praying together. A Vaud peasant 
was asked by his pastor why he did not come to church, and 
he said, Our church is like a fire engine; we want it to be 
there but not to have to use it.” What could they do, he 
asked, to bring their people back to regular worship? In 
riance they were terribly backward in the Protestant churches, 
and m many cases the Roman Catholics were doing much 
better. The Committee therefore ought to examine what could 
be done to bring the people back to church. 

It had often been said that in certain churches belonging 
to the Movement there had been impatience about the question 
of intercommunion, but he did not think that this was so in 
general. From among those who knew about the Movement, 
and understood the difficulties before it, he could say that 
there was no impatience. There was patience, but at the same 
time there was hope, and he believed that for the furtherance 
of the Movement there was nothing that would gain the 
friendship and help of the churches more than that it should be 
known that this question was being examined. 

The Archbishop of the West Indies found himself very 
much in agreement with what had been said. He was 
especially glad that attention was to be given to preaching, 
and he agreed with Bishop Talbot that there was plenty of 
room for improvement in Anglican worship. In the West 
Indies people flocked to the Holy Communion at 5, 6 and 7 in 
the morning, and they had to have their sermons at those 
hours or their people would get no instruction. 

He welcomed the suggestion of appointing a special Com¬ 
mission on Intercommunion, and he only hoped that all sides 
would be heard. In the West Indies they kept the rule of the 
church about not admitting people to Communion unless they 
were confirmed, but whenever they had people who were away 
from their own churches they gladly gave them hospitality. 
He wished to make three points with regard to Intercom¬ 
munion in general: (i) there was the fact that at Lambeth 
exceptional intercommunion was approved only when there 
was a definite project of reunion; (ii) he knew that those whom 
he represented would probably refuse to take any further part 
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in the Movement if this issue were forced; (iii) the following 
year, in June, there was to be an international priests' con- 
vention on union, and he quoted the following sentence from 
a document drawn up in preparation for it: “Union is 
demonstrably more possible and nearer than it was a genera¬ 
tion ago largely because the issues of intercommunion have not 
been prematurely and artificially forced.” In the West Indies 
they accepted the present position as the Archbishop of York 
said at Lausanne as “a penance for our sins of division of the 
past and for our sm of remaining divided in the present.” 

W™: Adams Brown understood that last year a 
su^geshon that the Continuation Committee should recom- 
mend general experimentation was regarded as unwise, but he 
hoped that in their instructions to the Commission they would 
include, as one of the things that might be provided for the 
question of proper experiments. His reason for saying this 
was his knowledge of the number of people who would be glad 
to join m such proper experiments, but who were prevented 

their church50 ^ ^ ^ °f rUnning counter to the rule of 

In conclusion he wished to say how much he welcomed 
w at had been proposed. Eight years ago, when he retired 
from teaching and turned over his chair to his successor, he 
said that if he had his life over again he would put the great 

aiUrgleS ?f ■he 1C,h,Urch Slde by side with the great confessional 
documents in all his teaching material. 

In the light of the above discussion, the Secretary drafted 
certain resolutions which were circulated to members of the 

same day- and were intended to be used as a 
sis for further discussion the following morning. But when 

the Committee decided to adjourn that night, these resolutions 
were adopted without discussion; they are numbers o io n 
and 12 on pages 75-76. y' 

Jlew+k°f thu that these were not discussed and 
amended as they should have been, the Secretary will be glad 

ITT5 °Vbe Committee will send to him in writing,gfor 
the guidance of the Executive Committee, any views they wish 

rarnXePHreSSf0nffheima?rner in which these resolutions should be 
arned into effect. He would be especially grateful for sug¬ 

gestions of names of suitable persons to be invited to become 
members or contributors to these Commissions 

22 



II 

The Commission on the Church. 

(i) Reports by Dr. Flew and Dr. Richards. 

Dr. Flew, the Chairman of the Commission, reported as 
follows: — 

The task of the Commission on the Church as we 
described it last year is colossal, and it demands a different 
kind of treatment from that which the previous two subjects 
have received. I am referring to the two volumes, the first on 
the Doctrine of Grace (1932), and the second on The Ministry 
and Sacraments (1937) produced under the chairmanship of 
the Bishop of Gloucester. The successor of the Bishop of 
Gloucester in such a task is treading proximus huic, longo sed 
proximus intervallo. But the chief tribute I can pay to his 
splendid chairmanship is to shew that the Theological Com¬ 
mission continues to walk in the paths marked out by the work 
of fhe previous Commissions. 

There are four main sections in each of the previous 
books: (i) the biblical, (ii) the historical, (iii) statements of the 
various communions giving their own convictions, and (iv) the 
synthetic statements, or attempts at a reconciliation of the 
varying views which are held to-day. The subject now before 
us of “the Church” demands that, while there should be four 
sections or methods of study as hitherto, a different emphasis 
should be placed on the different sections. For example, the 
scriptural basis for the doctrine of the Church should receive 
more detailed consideration. Similarly, when we grappled 
with our work last year after the appointment of the Com¬ 
mission we found quite a different intellectual situation from 
that of a dozen or more years ago. In Germany itself the 
younger theologians were in revolt against a “merely his¬ 
torical” treatment and demanded dogmatic treatment based on 
scripture. But it was impossible for us altogether to disregard 
history, especially in a subject such as that of “The Church” 
where the very divisions are due to certain historical causes 
which are still operative. It follows that historical treatment 
in theology must still be maintained, but the goal and crown 
of the work of the Commission should be in the realm of 
systematic and constructive thought. 

So I am suggesting as a result of extended discussions and 
correspondence that we should have not one book, but four: 

1. Biblical Doctrine; 

2. Historical Volume; i.e. the idea of the Church in 
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Christian theology from the second century onwards till the 
nineteenth; 

3. The ‘Confessional” Volume; i.e. the statements of 
the various communions, declaring the views held by them 
with regard to the Church; 

4. Dogmatic or Systematic, containing constructive 
statements aiming at a synthesis of the varying views, and at 
a doctrine of the Church which would be accepted by all of us 
to-day. 

This proposal has won wide acceptance already. To begin 
with, it has won the assent of those who were here last year. 
In the second place, we have been working in touch with Dr. 
Richards and his American Theological Committee. From 
the United States there came an interesting criticism that on 
this side of the Atlantic we were primarily concerned with 
historical theology, whereas inside Protestantism, especially in 
America, there was a body of opinion which was primarily 
concerned with empirical facts. In the light of this criticism 
I wrote an article for Christendom trying to shew that all four 
volumes ought to be concerned with empirical facts. The 
biblical volume would be empirical because the New Testament 
is the supreme standard of the different communions to-day. 
Clearly the historical volume is absolutely necessary, because, 
for example, the doctrine of the Church held by the Orthodox 
communion appeals to history all the time, and the Protestant 
communions are continually forced to appeal to principles 
which were asserted in the XVIth century. The third volume 
is obviously empirical: its aim is to present what each com¬ 
munion believes to-day, and that presentation is the constant 
task of our Movement. And finally, it is “empirical theology' ’ 
to attempt to combine these various doctrines into one con¬ 
structive view. Many scholars have written to give their 
generous support to these proposals. So far as I know, there 
is unanimous approval of this method of study. 

May I now say a word about two of these four volumes? 

With regard to the first volume, it will be observed that 
on this particular subject there are “confessional” inter¬ 
pretations of the Scriptures. The view held by Rome, for 
example, is in the main a "confessional” interpretation, which 
may or may not be completely endorsed by modern non- 
Roman scholarship. There may be other communions which 
cherish their own traditional interpretations of some of the 
crucial New Testament passages on the Church. To state and 
to examine these divergences is the essential task of our 
Movement. I am therefore suggesting that in this volume we 
should have a number of writers from different communions, 
who may possibly give us veiy different interpretations of the 
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Scriptures. On the other hand it is possible that we may have 
a more general agreement in this volume than many amongst 
us anticipate. 

About the historical volume, I need say nothing at the 
moment. But I should like to say a word about the third 
volume. We are agreed that each of these statements should 
begin with the particular confession of faith to which that 
communion is pledged, and then proceed to indicate the views 
held in that communion to-day about the nature of the Church. 
It is not enough to quote articles in a confession of faith 
framed some centuries ago. But it is an infinitely difficult 
task for one man to put down on paper what any one com¬ 
munion holds to-day as its doctrine of the Church. I am 
suggesting that these constructive statements ought to have a 
greater authority than that of any single theologian, if possible. 
Hitherto when the Bishop of Gloucester asked anyone of us to 
contribute, the contribution was an individual statement, how¬ 
ever representative it may have been. It is highly desirable 
that in this third volume we should have statements which are 
something more. So I have suggested that we should gather 
together groups inside each of the various communions or 
traditions. We made this attempt in British Methodism four 
years ago, and we found an agreement in doctrine which was 
most surprising, and which was ultimately embodied in a 
document which received the unanimous assent of the 
Methodist Conference in 1937. Might not something like this 
come to pass within each communion? We should then have 
a volume which would be of really vital value to our Movement 
and to the whole Church of God. 

There are two sets of collaborators who with your per¬ 
mission should be called to assist in this tremendous task: 
(i) there is the Commission itself, and (ii) there are the actual 
writers of the articles, who may be quite distinct from the 
Commission. These two sets of collaborators must, I think, 
be considered separately. Now the contributors to the volume 
have not been fixed. This will be done, all being well, by the 
Theological Commission which is due to meet on Friday. For 
the moment I have to ask your approval of the general plan, 
and the list of members of the Commission which I will read 
later. 

May I say that my first task after last year’s Continuation 
Committee was to procure a secretary, and I am very happy 
to have secured the Rev. Kenneth Riches. 

It seems desirable that the members of the Commission 
should not necessarily be New or Old Testament specialists, 
but that most of them should have the rather wider kind of 
knowledge that is required by a chair in Systematic Theology 
or Dogmatics. The functions of the members of the Com- 
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mission are to read all the articles that come in, and make 
their comments on them. They will be occupied for two or 
three years in this task, and then they should come together 
in, say 1942, and construct a common report. These con¬ 
siderations have had to be taken into account in the choice 
of a commission which should be thoroughly representative. 

The following list of Members of the Commission on the 
Church was approved by the Committee: 

Chairman : Rev. Dr. R. Newton Flew, The Principal's 
Lodge, Wesley House, Cambridge, England. 

Secretary : Rev. Kenneth Riches, Sidney Sussex College, 
Cambridge, England. 

Rev. Professor Leonard Hodgson, D.D., General Secretary 
of Faith and Order; the Bishop of Gloucester; the Archi¬ 
mandrite Cassian; Professor Alivisatos, and four other 
Orthodox theologians to represent the Churches of Bulgaria, 
Rumania, Serbia, and the Patriarchates; Professors Jundt and 
Norregaard (Lutheran); Professors H-D. Wendland and Julius 
Schniewind (Lutheran); Mr. C. T. Le Quesne, K.C. (Baptist); 
Pastor de Saussure, Professors Bela Vasady and Berkelbach 
v.d Sprenkel (Reformed); Professor G. D. Henderson (Pres¬ 
byterian); Principal William Robinson (Disciples of Christ); 
Dr. H. G. Wood (Society of Friends); the Rev. A. R. Vidler 
(Anglican); together with a British Congregationalist, a repre¬ 
sentative of the Reformed Church in France, a representative 
of the Old Catholics, two representatives of the younger 
Churches, and five members to be appointed by the American 
Committee. 

Dr. G. W. Richards, Chairman of the co-operating 
American Theological Committee, reported as follows: — 

I am glad to say that the church which I represent, the 
Reformed Church in the United States, was one of the first to 
respond to the request coming from the Protestant Episcopal 
Convention to appoint delegates to take part in this 
oecumenical movement to prepare for a conference in 1927. 
In 1911 I attended the first meeting, and I have seen the 
oecumenical movement sprout from a seed and grow into a 
tree. And I think to-day that we can say that the oecumenical 
movement has become popular: it is laying hold of the people 
in the pews in all the churches. I would like to say that no 
one has done more to bring this about than Professor William 
Adams Brown, especially during the last two years since the 
meeting at Edinburgh. 

Now the Committee which I represent was appointed last 
September. The American Continuation Committee met in 
New York City, and then the resolution which you passed 
here, the request that we should appoint a Theological Com- 
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mittee to co-operate with the Commission, was received with 
great approval. In order to put this request into effect we 
appointed five men who were to select fifteen American theo¬ 
logians, biblical, historical, systematic and practical, and these 
were to constitute the associated Committee to work with your 
Commission on the Continent. The Committee of five was 
as follows:—Principal Davidson, Dean W. L. Sperry, Pro¬ 
fessor Angus Dun, Dr. John R. Mott, and myself. This Com¬ 
mittee received names from the outstanding tvpes of Protestant 
churches, and from those names selected fifteen to be sub¬ 
mitted to the Vice-Chairman, Dr. Ross Stevenson, and then be 
accepted by the American Committee. The following were 
considered the outstanding types:—Episcopal, Presbyterian, 
Reformed, Lutheran, Baptist, Methodist, Disciples, Friends, 
Congregationalist, and the United Church of Canada. We 
received eighty names, and from these the American Com¬ 
mittee selected eighteen persons, and these eighteen are as 
follows: — 

Prof. Henry J. Cadbury, Ph.D., Society of Friends. 
Prof. William O. Carver, D.D., Southern Baptist Convention. 
Provost F. H. Cosgrave, D.D., Church of England in Canada. 
Prof. Clarence T. Craig, D.D., Methodist Church. 
Principal Richard Davidson, D.D., United Church of Canada. 
Prof. Burton Scott Easton, D.D., Protestant Episcopal Church. 
Dr. Douglas Horton, Congregational Churches. 
Prof. Walter M. Horton, D.D., Congregational Churches. 
Pres. B. R. Lacy, Jr., D.D., Presbyterian Church, U.S. 
Prof. K. S. Latourette, Ph.D., Northern Baptist Convention. 
Prof. F. W. Loetscher, D.D., Presbyterian Church, U.S.A. 
Principal F. S. Mackenzie, D.D., Presbyterian Church in 

Canada. 
Dr. Charles Clayton Morrison, Disciples of Christ. 
Prof. Harris Franklin Rail, D.D., Methodist Church. 
Pres. George W. Richards, D.D., Evangelical and Reformed 

Church. 
Prof. Eric H. Wahlstrom, Ev. Lutheran Augustana Synod. 
Prof. Abdel Ross Wentz, D.D., United Lutheran Church. 
Prof. Henry Pitt Van Dusen, D.D., Presbyterian Church, 

U.S.A. 

Collaborators Serving with Dr. Carver : 

Prof. Park H. Anderson, D.D., Southern Baptist Convention. 
Prof. Walter T. Conner, D.D., Southern Baptist Convention. 

It is the understanding of the American Committee that 
these men are not necessarily to write papers (though some 

of them may do so). 
May I just add that it is not quite fair to suggest that 

Americans are only interested in the empirical. We have in 
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mind a number of theologians of the biblical, historical and 
dogmatic type for the writing of papers, when that time comes. 
But our exact functions as a Committee are to be defined at 
this meeting. 

Archbishop Germanos said that he was very thankful to 
see that Dr. Flew was including in his Commission five 
Orthodox to represent the five Orthodox National Churches. 
But he was surprised not to see at least one representative of 
the four Patriarchates since hitherto these Patriarchates had 
always been represented in the Faith and Order Movement, 
and had always taken a great interest in its work, as, for 
example, at Lausanne and Edinburgh. There should be at 
least one member of these Patriarchates, and to increase the 
Orthodox representation would not be disproportionate, as the 
Orthodox were the most numerous of all the participating 
bodies and on the Commission Anglicans already had four 
and Reformed Churches six members. So he would ask Dr 
Flew to see to this. 

Further discussion of these reports and proposals was 
rendered impossible by the premature adjournment of the 
Committee on the evening of August 23rd, when resolution 8 
was passed. A statement by Dr. Flew giving further details 
of the arrangements proposed for the work of his Commission 
and the co-operation of the American Theological Committee 
will be found in the Appendix below. 

Appendix. 

Proposals made by Dr. Flew concerning the co-operation of the 
American Theological Committee with the Commission on the 

Church. 

The following suggestions were made with regard to the 
work which might be undertaken by the American Committee. 
It will be noted that it is proposed to begin work as soon as 
possible on the first two volumes, the Biblical and the 
Historical; and that arrangements should be made to establish 
confessional groups with a view to securing the representative 
statements to be included in the third volume. It is proposed 
not to invite any writers at present for the fourth volume. 
But this does not mean that work need not be done in anticipa¬ 
tion of that volume, and with a view to the problems which 
will be handled in it. The American Committee is therefore 
asked to. co-operate with the members of the Theological 
Commission on “The Church’’ in the following ways: 

1. To read the articles written for the first two volumes 
as those articles are produced. 
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the criticism^nTade^vf its member^ ® Am®rican Committee 
and to forward hs fudgmen™“tE 
mission. J g to the Chairman of the Corn- 

communions in the§U S°A each of the main 

ments which would represent the "S c° ^ brief state~ 

(iii r»E»S P»U».»„ „ THE WORK OP THE COMM.ES.OH 

PRESENTED TO THE COMMITTEE. 

NOIE~wouidWn°ot havl^hadlime toTSn? aPP°inted in 1938 
discussion in 1939, three scholars L f13161,131 for 
papers for this purpose. 1 invited to contribute 

The New Testament Teaching on the Church. 

By the Archimandrite Cassian of the Russian Orthodox 
Church. 

/. Definition of the Subject. 

A survey of the New Testament teaching on the Church 
prepared by an Orthodox theologian for an oecumenical gathe^ 
mg, ought to show the relation between the biblical teaching 
and the doctrine professed by the Orthodox Church From a 
purely theoretical point of view, there are two possible wTys 

aL?PH°tCh'i Thu first WOuId begin with Orthodox doctrine 
tdwi!dMaCk-^°the New Testament- The second would start 

wi h the New Testament and end with an analysis of Orthodox 
doctrine m the light of the biblical teaching. The first of thes» 
wo methods seems to us to be ruled out for the fohowing 

reasons The Orthodox Church has no books of Symbolics 
m the strict sense of the word. The manuals of dogmatic 
theology written by Orthodox theologians reveal in a greater 
or smaller degree the influence of the religious thought of the 

est, sometimes Roman Catholic, and sometimes Protestant. 
Oithodox ecclesiology can be based on the ancient creeds, the 
decrees of the Councils, and the patristic writings, but these 
are not an exclusive possession of the Orthodox Church that 
we can set up against our heterodox brethren. In choosing 
the second method, we shall concentrate our attention on the 
biblical teaching which we shall try to reproduce in a purely 
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objective manner, without recourse to the interpretation of 
tradition, and then we shall ask ourselves whether the essential 
points of this teaching are accepted by the Orthodox Church. 

II. The Teaching of the New Testament. 

1. The Kingdom of God. 

In order to form an idea of the New Testament teaching 
on the Church, we must start with the indisputable fact that 
the aim of divine activity in the world is the establishment of 
the Kingdom of God, and that every Christian is called upon 
to exert himself to the utmost to enter into the Kingdom. 
Now, the conception of the Kingdom in the New Testament 
has two aspects. In its eschatological aspect, the Kingdom of 
God is the kingdom of glory which belongs to the life of the 
world to come (cf. the parables of Mt. xxv, Lk. xiv, 15-24, 
xix. 11-27, Rev. xi, 15, etc.). But there is also the question 
of the Kingdom of God as a present reality here. This inter¬ 
pretation cannot be confined to expressions like Rom. xiv, 17, 
or the reply of our Lord to the Pharisees in Luke xvii, 21, 
whatever may be the exact sense of evrbs ufxQv. It is clear 
that in the parables of the Kingdom, like the parable of the 
tares (Mt. xiii, 24-30, 36-43), or the net (ib. 47-50), the King¬ 
dom is already present before the final separation of the good 
from the evil. The Kingdom is the field and the net with 
all that they may contain. The parable of the labourers in 
the vineyard (Mt. xx, 1-16) should be interpreted in the same 
way. Similarly, in the Sermon on the Mount (Mt. v-vii), of 
which the subject is the Kingdom of Heaven (cf. iv, 23, v, 3, 
10, 20, etc.), it is not a question of the essence of the Kingdom, 
but only of the conditions required of believers before they can 
be admitted to it. 

It is certain that St. Matthew applied the term “Church” 
to this immanent aspect of the Kingdom. On the two 
occasions when he uses the term "Church,” in xviii, 17-18, it 
is as a reality of this world. Now, it is evident from xvi, 
17-19, that there is a close link between the Church and the 
Kingdom, and that it is by the Church that one enters the 
Kingdom. It is therefore clear that in the Synoptic Gospels, 
particularly in that of St. Matthew, the Church is the King¬ 
dom in its immanent aspect, in other words, the way which 
leads to the Kingdom in so far as it is thought of as an eschato¬ 
logical reality. 

2. Local churches and the Universal Church. 

We learn from the Acts and the Epistles that the term 
“Church” was used to mean local communities (Acts ix, 31, 
xiv, 23, 27, etc., cf. I Cor. i, 2, Gal. ii, 2, etc., Rev. i, 4, 11, 
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ii. i, 7, 8, etc.). One of these communities, that of Jerusalem 
occupied a unique position. It was the hierarchical centre of 
the Christian world (cf. Acts, viii, i, 14, 25, xi 1-18 xv 2 
e c.). he collection that St. Paul organised for the Church 
of Jerusalem (I Cor. xvi, 1-4, II Cor viii-ix, cf. Rom xv 

FnkHpAftQeXXT1V’ I7- gIWS sufficient evidence of this. If the 
Rpistle of St. James is an authentic document, dating from the 
sixties and addressed to the Christian communities dispersed 
in the pagan world (1, 1), it proves that the Church of Jeru¬ 
salem retained its hierarchical position right up to the last 
years of its historical existence. After the martyrdom of 
James and the exodus of the faithful beyond the Jordan, the 
hierarchical position of the Church of Jerusalem was not in¬ 
herited by any ocal church, either the Church of Rome or the 
Church of Ephesus. But the notion of the Church was 
applied not only to local communities, taken separately but 
also the whole company of all the faithful forming the Body 
of Christ, which must be one (cf. I Cor. xii, 27 ff., Eph. i, 

2re23’ , ■lexts like Eph- i. 21-23, give grounds for the 
amimation that the notion of the Church extends to the 
heavenly powers; the angels are also part of the Church 
Moreover, if it is beyond question that our Lord's last words 
recorded in Matthew (xxviii, 18-20) must be applied to the 
Church, it is to the Church taken in an absolutely universal 
and even cosmic sense. Local churches are part of the full¬ 
ness of the Church in the strict sense of the word. The Holy 
Spirit which descended on the Church of Jerusalem, the only 
Christian community in existence at the time (Acts ii), pro¬ 
ceeded to manifest His presence in the life of individual 
churches (cf. Acts iv, 31, xiii, 2-4, xx, 23, xxi, 4, 11, etc.). 
These manifestations of the Spirit which inevitably take place 
within the limits of time and space, bear witness to His 
presence in the one universal Church. It is this Church, inas¬ 
much as it is the immanent aspect of the Kingdom, which is 
advancing towards eschatological fullness. 

3. The Ecclesiastical Hierarchy. 

Texts of Scripture speak quite clearly of the power of the 
Church and of the organs of this power. An idea of the 
absolute and unlimited power of the Church, in so far as the 
Kingdom is concerned, is expressed in the words of our Lord 
recorded in Mt. xvi, 19, xviii, 17-18. But the great majority 
of the texts do not speak of the power of the Church in 
abstracts, but of the organs through which this power is 
actuated. 

The supreme authority is that of the Apostles, or more 
exactly of the “Twelve”. The last occasion on which the 
authority of the Twelve is spoken of is in the account of the 
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Council of Jerusalem (cf. Acts xv, i, 4, 6, 22, 23, xvi, 4). 
But half a century later St. John is still defending apostolic 
authority at Ephesus against'Diotrephes (III Jo. 9-10). St. 
Paul’s authority is equal to that of the Twelve. He 
emphasises this point in the Epistle to the Galatians (i-ii). He 
received his apostleship from above without human mediation. 
The beginning of his first missionary voyage is marked by a 
new revelation of the Holy Spirit (cf. Acts xiii, 2-4). St. 
James who was not one of the Twelve was also regarded as a 
pillar of the Church. In the list in Gal. ii, 9, he is even 
mentioned before Cephas and John. We are not told of the 
origins of his authority. As for the Twelve, their apostolic 
authority undoubtedly went back to the descent of the Spirit 
on the day of Pentecost. The reconstitution of the number of 
the Twelve (Acts i) before Pentecost points to the fact that 
this is St. Luke’s judgment. The descent of the Spirit gave 
authority to the Apostles who had already been chosen by 
Jesus. This is not only proved by the appointment of the 
Twelve, but still more by texts like Matt, xix, 28 (cf. Lk. 
xxii, 30). Jesus knew that in His house there would be 
some in authority over others (Mt. xxiv, 45-51, cf. Lk. xii, 
41 ff). The authority of the Apostles is the final authority 
established in the Church. We learn from Acts (xv) that, for 
matters of general importance, they met together at least once, 
in council (cf. again xi, 1-18). It is interesting to notice that 
the decision of the Council was also due to the action of the 
Holy Spirit (xv, 28). 

From the point of view of the hierarchy, there is no 
distinction between the Apostles. If there is any question of 
the priority of Peter (cf. Mt. x, 2) before his departure from 
Jerusalem (Acts xii, 17), and of that of James who succeeded 
him (ibid. cf. Acts xv, xxi), our texts cannot be interpreted 
as meaning priority in a hierarchical sense. It was the Church 
of Jerusalem, governed by Peter and James, which was the 
hierarchical centre of the Christian world, but neither Peter 
nor James had any personal authority which raised them above 
the other Apostles. St. Peter himself recognised the authority 
of the Church of Jerusalem (Acts xi, 1-18), and St. James 
carried out its government assisted by the elders (Act’s xxi, 
18). It is clear from the above-quoted texts that these elders 
had already taken part in the Council. It is more important 
to remember that the priority of Jerusalem in the hierarchy 
has not been inherited by any local church. 

In passing from historical facts to dogmatic texts, it must 
be recognised that the reply of Jesus to St. Peter’s confession 
(Mt. xvi, 17-19) does not presuppose his priority in the 
hierarchy. In reply to the question addressed to them all, 
Peter answered in the name of them all (vv. 13-16), and after 
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recognising the importance of his reply and its dogmatic 
consequences, our Lord addressed himself again to all the 
Apostles (vv. 17-19). The difference between the terms rtrpm 

tw tha) ^ (v' l8b) forbids us to state with certainty 
5-aUrCh was founded on Peter. It is very probable 

that this difference in terminology was intentional, and that it 
would be unwise to assert that the masculine wirpos was inevit¬ 
able directly it was necessary to create a man's proper name. 
Peter himself is full of weaknesses. Acting on his own 
initiative a few moments after the confession, he deserves to 
be repulsed like Satan (vv. 22-23). Our Lord is careful to 
point out that the truth that he confesses in the name of the 
Apostles has been revealed by the Heavenly Father (v. 17). 
He would not have been able to discover it by himself. But 
what is really important is that the potestas clavium is not a 
personal privilege of Peter's. The power of binding and 
loosmg, promised to Peter in Matt, xvi, 19, is promised to all 
the Apostles in xviii, 18. It is granted to them in Jo xx 
23. On this point, as on the others, the Fourth Gospel is in 
agreement with the Synoptics. In the epilogue of John xxi 
the office of Shepherd which is given to Peter does not raise 
him above his brethren. The dialogue in verses 15-17 is only 
a solemn declaration of the fact that Peter is given back his 
apostleship which he had renounced by his denial. The 
symbol of the miraculous draught of fishes (vv. 3-11) must 
show that he was already effecting his ministry as well as the 
others. The exception is the disciple whom Jesus loved, and 
not Peter. But this exception cannot be interpreted in a 
hierarchical sense. 

According to the evidence of the New Testament all 
ecclesiastical ministry goes back to the authority of the 
Apostles. It is often a question of the nomination of ministers 
(cf. Acts xiv, 23, Tit. i, 5 ff., I Tim. iii). Their consecration 
is performed by the laying on of hands (cf. II Tim. 1, 6, 
I Tim. iv, 14, Acts xiv, 23, I Tim. v, 22). The term Xip^pa 
which is used to indicate the gift conferred by this act (cf. 
I Tim. iv, 14, II Tim. i, 6) is the same that is used to describe 
the gifts of the Holy Spirit (cf. I Cor. xii, 4 ff., etc.). In 
Acts xx St, Paul tells the elders (irpecrfjvTepoi, v. 17) of Ephesus 
that they have been made bishops through the Holy Spirit 
(v. 28). 

The texts of Acts xx also proves (parallel to Tit. i, 5, and 
probably I Tim. iii and Phil, i, 1) that the terminology of the 
ecclesiastical orders was not yet fixed at the time of the 
Apostles. It is however evident, if we admit the authenticity 
of the Pastoral Epistles, that the three ecclesiastical orders 
already existed before the death of St. Paul (a.d. 64). In 
Phil, i, 1, and I Tim. iii, 8-13, there is a question of deacons, 
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very probably in the historical sense of this term. The terms 
Trpeffftisrepos (Tit. i, i, I Tim. v, 20 ft., and elsewhere) and 
(vliTKoiros (Phil, i, i, I Tim. iii, i ff., and elsewhere) used 
interchangeably express the dignity of priest. As for the 
episcopal ministry in our sense of the word, it was Timothy 
and Titus who were charged with it. Ordained by St. Paul, 
Timothy himself (II Tim. i, 6) had the right of laying on of 
hands (I Tim. v, 22). The case of Titus must have been 
identical (cf. i, 5). In fulfilling this ministry they replaced 
the Apostles (cf. I Tim. iii, 14-15, iv, 13, Tit. i, 5, iii, 12) 
and succeeded them (cf. II Tim. ii, 2, iv, 1-8). The idea 
of the bishops, considered as successors of the Apostles and 
represented in the persons of Timothy and Titus, is the idea 
of the Pastoral Epistles. 

4. The Nature of the Church. 

In order to get an idea of the nature of the Church as 
revealed in the writings of the New Testament, we must con¬ 
sider the Pauline formula which defines the Church as the Body 
of Christ (Eph. i, 21-23, iii, 5-6, iv, 4, n-16, Col. i. 18, 24, 
ii, 17-19, cf. I Cor. xii, 27-28, Rom. xii, 4-5, Gal. iii, 28, 
etc.). The biblical image (cf. Hosea i ff.) of the conjugal 
union of Christ and the Church is, in Pauline theology, only a 
development of this idea of the Body of Christ. The idea of 
the Body is the idea of the unity of a living organism. The 
universality of the Church, embracing the whole of creation, 
springs from the unity of the Body. If the Church is the 
immanent aspect of the Kingdom, it is natural that it should 
pass beyond the limits of this world. In so far as it is the Body 
of Christ, the Church is holy (Eph. V. 27). We must notice 
also that in Eph. I, 21-23, the Church is the glorified Body of 
Christ. But as it belongs to this world, the Church is in 
process of growth and development (Eph. IV, 11-16). The 
Church is purified by Christ (Eph. V, 26-27, cf- Heb. IX, 23). 
For this very reason the Church contains unworthy members 
by the side of those who are truly holy, like the tares in the 
midst of the w'heat (cf. Mt. XIII, 24-30). On the other hand, 
the glory of Christ is a glory to which they attain by means of 
Kendsis (cf. Phil, ii, 6-11). The symbolism of the Epistle to 
the Hebrews allows of the extension of the doctrine of 
Kenosis to the Church, in so far as it is thought of as the Body 
of Christ. It is enough to notice the link in Hebrews between 
the Body of Christ and the Temple (ix, 11). In the offering 
of the Body (cf. x, 10), the way "through the flesh” is 
described as a way through the veil (x, 20), which ends in the 
heavenly sanctuary, where Jesus is our forerunner (vi, 19-20). 
Now, the idea of the Temple, both earthly and heavenly, 
reminds us of the congregation assembled in it. This 
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SfSSS? sy™bolis.m conceived in liturgical terms, is linked 
to the Passion (cf. again Col. i, 24, and Acts xx, 28). 

, -J* f"0t“re furPrising that the bond which forms the 
umty of the Church, thought of as the Body of Christ, should 
be the Lords Supper (cf. I Cor. x, 16-17), in which the 

nineth1 death (<± 1 Cor' xi' a6)- In T°han- 
?ln® the°loSy’ dlvlne agent in the mystery of the Eucharist 
!! *e. H°ly SPJ)rit (Jo- vi, 63). The idea of the Spirit 

edifying (cf Eph. iv, 12) the Body of Christ in the Lord’s 
Supper must also have been familiar to St. Paul. It is certain 
that he recognised the divine agency of the Holy Spirit in the 

edification of the Body of Christ. In I Cor St Paul 
approaches the subject of the Body of Christ by speaking 
of the gifts of the Holy Spirit, which are expressed in many 
different ways, but emanate from one single source. It is the 
unity of the source that constitutes the unity of the Body. This 
unique source is the Holy Spirit (cf. I Cor. xii, 13). In this 
last-mentioned text, it is a question of baptism in the Holy 
Spirit as a principle of unity. Whether it is a question of 
baptism or of the Eucharist, the outward signs of the presence 
of the Spirit are linked with the gifts of the Spirit. 

We find St. Paul s ideas of the Body of Christ again in 
Johannine theology, which is the logical development of them. 
In Jo. ii, just as in Hebrews, the symbolic interpretation of 
the Temple links together the Temple of Jerusalem, the Body 
of Christ and the Church. In Jo. xv the parable of the vine 
is another organic image of the Church. In the parable 
of the Good Shepherd (x, i ff.), the universality of the Church, 
not only in space (v. 16) but also in time is affirmed: at one and 
the same time Jesus is both the Shepherd (v. 11) and the Door 
(v. 9), which takes the origins of the Church back to the period 
of the Old Covenant. And moreover, in the better form of 
the text of x, 29, the Church is conceived as the supreme 
treasure which the Father has given to the Son. The Church 
belongs to the union of the Father and the‘Son, expressed in 
terms of knowing (vv. 14-15) and loving (v. 17). The summit 
of the divine love is the sacrifice of the Son for the Church 
(v. 17). 

This idea is developed in the Sayings after the Last 
Supper, where the Church appears as a perfect union of love 
(xv). It is to this union of love that the Lord promises the 
coming of the Paraclete (xiv, 15 ff, xv. 9-17), which means 
the return of Christ (cf. xiv, 18-25, xvi, 16-28, in the con¬ 
text of the Sayings). Love—i-yiirr, ends in love—-4>Ma in the 
great family of God (cf. xv, 13-15, and Eph. ii, 19). Love 
which is the condition of the coming of the Holy Spirit and 
which is perfected by His presence, is the link that forms the 
unity of the Church (cf. again the Johannine simile of the 
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marriage in Rev. xix, 7-9, xxi, 2, xxii, 17). If the 
coming of the Spirit means the return of Jesus, who remains 
henceforward in the Church, we can assert that for St. John 
as well as for St. Paul, the unity of the Church, as the Body 
of Christ, is the work of the Holy Spirit. In the power of the 
Holy Spirit the disciples are called to witness to Christ before 
the world (xv, 26-27, cf. xvi, 8-n). The idea of the 
salvation of the whole world, though never stressed, does not 
seem to be alien to Johannine theology (cf. xii, 32, xiv, 31, 
xvii, 21, 23, etc.). 

In the Fourth Gospel, the unique position which is held 
by the disciple whom Jesus loved can be interpreted as a 
symbol of the Church. On the border between this world and 
the next he is called, like the Church in its entirety, to bear 
witness to Christ (cf. xxi, 20-24). If this interpretation is 
justified, the adoption of the disciple by the Mother of Jesus 
(xix, 25-27) should be interpreted as the adoption of the 
Church by the Virgin Mary. Certain symbolic details of the 
scene of the crucifixion make this interpretation probable. 

In Johannine theology, the existence of the Church does 
not exclude the Kingdom of God (cf. iii, 3-5) as the final aim 
of the divine purpose. It is interesting to notice that the 
eschatological fullness of the Kingdom is also attained by the 
activity of the Holy Spirit (xvi, 13). But it is the Church, 
that is to say the immanent aspect of the Kingdom, and not 
the eschatological aspect, which claims the author’s attention. 
As a divine organism it participates in love in the fullness of 
the life of the Holy Trinity. To use St. Paul’s terminology, 
we could say that this participation is effected through the 
gifts of the Holy Spirit which are often accompanied by 
outward manifestations. 

III. Orthodox Ecclesiology. 

In the absence of books of Symbolics, Orthodox teaching 
on the Church must be drawn from all the sources which can 
reveal the ecclesiological thought of Orthodoxy. In the first 
place, we must take into account the acts of the Councils, forms 
of worship, religious art, the spiritual experience of the saints, 
literary documents emanating from members of the Church’ 
etc. Consideration of these sources would show us that 
Orthodox ecclesiology is in perfect agreement with the New 
Testament teaching on the Church that we have just outlined. 
Without delaying over details we are going to stop for a 
moment on four points which have attracted our notice. 

1. The expectation of the fullness of the Kingdom of God 
holds an important place in the life of the Orthodox Church. 
Deification is the final aim of the faithful. It is anticipated in 
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worship, in the first place, in the Sacraments, particularly 
in the Eucharist, in Paschal joy, in iconography, in the 
mystical experience of the saints (a recent example is the 
manifestation of the Holy Spirit which took place during a 
conversation of St. Seraphim of Sarov with one of his disciples). 
In patristic literature the idea of theosis is very strongly brought 
out in the writings of St. Athanasius. 

2. In the Orthodox Church, the idea of the universal 
Church does not exclude the existence of a large number of 
local churches which are absolutely independent (auto¬ 
cephalous). They are united in doctrine, in worship and inter¬ 
communion, but with regard to the order of the hierarchy, 
you do not find in the Orthodox world, any more than in the 
Apostolic Church after the fall of Jerusalem, one particular 
church considered by the rest of Orthodoxy to be the centre 
of the hierarchy. 

3- As in the Apostolic Church, the Orthodox hierarchy 
comprises three orders: that of bishops, that of priests, and 
that of deacons. The bishops are considered in the Orthodox 
Church as the successors of the Apostles. In the sacrament 
of ordination, it is the bishops who communicate the grace of 
the Holy Spirit to those who are raised to hierarchical dignity. 
In the thought of the Church, the authority of the Council also 
goes back to the activity of the Holy Spirit. In the history 
of the relations of the Orthodox Church with the Church of 
Rome, the priority of Peter was always a subject of con¬ 
troversy. In setting themselves against the Roman doctrine, 
the Orthodox polemists insisted on the difference between 
irirpos and Tr^rpa, this latter word never being applied to a man. 
They interpreted the position of Peter in relation to the other 
Apostles, as that of the primus inter pares. 

4. Although the definition of the Church as the Body of 
Christ appears frequently in the Orthodox documents, this 
biblical doctrine is chiefly expressed indirectly by the Orthodox 
Church. We must notice in the first place that the Sacraments 
of the Church are interpreted as visible signs of the invisible 
grace of the Holy Spirit. On the other hand, the idea of the 
Body of Christ is understood in the Credo, where there is a 
very pronounced parallel between the teaching on the Son of 
God (art. 2-6) and that on the Church, which springs from our 
faith in the Holy Spirit (art. 8-12). But the conception of the 
Church as a union of love which goes back to the Johannine 
interpretation of the Body of Christ is of particular importance. 
It is to this union of love that belongs the attribute of 
“catholicity,’’ particularly if it is expressed by the Russian 
word “sobornost,’’ which now seems to have gained a place 
in international ecclesiological terminology. “Sobornost” 
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recalls the “sobors” (councils), but more directly the conscious¬ 
ness of the individual Christian who realises that he is united 
to the Church like a member of a body. It is in this sense of 
the Body of Christ that the Orthodox Church is conscious of 
its unity and its holiness. Besides the living members, the 
absolute universality of the Church comprises those who have 
died, as well as the heavenly powers. Here the Church of the 
Old Testament has its place by the side of the Church of the 
New Testament. Among the saints that belong to the Church 
as members of the Body of Christ, and who are venerated in 
it, a very special veneration is given to the Mother of God. 
There are innumerable evidences of this veneration in docu¬ 
ments of worship. The place of the Blessed Virgin in private 
devotion is also very important. As the Queen of Heaven, 
She is the Mother of the faithful, who comforts and succours 
them in all circumstances of life. In the teaching of the New 
Testament, the veneration of the Virgin springs from Johan- 
nine theology. 

Dr. William Adams Brown asked Father Cassian to 
explain what he meant by the term “local churches”. He 
supposed that it meant “national churches” and not individual 
congregations. 

Father Cassian agreed, and said that he wished to use 
the same word in the parts of his paper which referred to the 
New Testament and to later times. 

Archbishop Germanos said that he did not think that 
local churches covered national churches. He thought that 
here it was used in St. Paul's meaning as he distinguished 
between the Church universal and local churches. He called 
the universal Church and the local churches, for instance at 
Ephesus and Corinth, by the same name, “ecclesia”. 

Pastor Boegner said it was important to keep it dear 
that it was not that the local churches combined to form the 
universal Church, but that the universal Church localised itself 
in the local churches. 

Dr. William Adams Brown said that he asked his ques¬ 
tion because he thought it pointed to a very fundamental one. 
He thought they would all agree that the local church was a way 
in which the universal Church expressed itself, but there was 
a difference between the Pauline local church as the localised 
assembly of those who could come together in one place, and 
the nationally organised churches of to-day—and still more, 
as in America, the denominations. 

He wanted also to raise another question, namely that of 
the complete equality of the patriarchates. What was the 
nature of the distinction accorded to the (Ecumenical 
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Patriarchate? He would like some account of the develop¬ 
ment from the Pauline local churches to Orthodoxy as it 
existed to-day, and what was the distinctive position of the 
(Ecumenical Patriarchate? 

If he might ask one more question, he would say that 
from the point of view of the Western World it was very often 
hard to understand a discussion of the nature of the Church 
that did not talk about the function of the Church, and he 
thought a little section adding what the Church was to do in 
working for the Kingdom would interest them very much. 

Father Cassian was sure that all these questions were 
absolutely justified, but he had not had time to deal with 
them. He knew that his paper was incomplete, but he might 
point out that Dr. Brown’s question belonged to the subsequent 
history of the Church, whilst his subject was confined to the 
New Testament. The position of the (Ecumenical 
Patriarchate arose in the course of this later history, but as he 
had made some reference to it in his paper, he should perhaps 
add that this position was only one of honour and not a special 
position from the Hierarchical point of view like the Roman 
papacy. 

Professor Florovsky wanted to emphasise certain New 
Testament aspects of the doctrine of the Church which were 
important from the Orthodox point of view. 

1. From the very beginning they must keep in mind the 
missionary character of Christianity and of the Church. It 
was in a way a body of preachers sent by our Lord to carry 
his message into the world, to serve His brethren instead of 
Him, and He was still ministering to us in the shape of His 
earthly messengers. It was indispensable to regard the 
Church as a body of people who were messengers and 
ministers. And the function of the Church, which was at the 
same time the nature of the Church, was just to build up from 
living stones every day again and again the Kingdom of God. 
And one could not realise the nature of the Church without 
accomplishing its functions because it grew into its nature by 
the living performance of its function. 

2. The Eucharist was mentioned in the paper, but there 
had been no mention of Baptism, which was certainly the 
corner stone and very starting point and basis of the Church. 
It was not only the beginning of individual Christian existence, 
but because we were baptised into one body, the unity of the 
Church was completely based on this Baptism. The New 
Testament taught us that Christian existence was through and 
through a corporate existence, and it meant that membership 
in the Church was not something additional or secondary. 
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3- The hierarchy was mentioned. He had to emphasise 
that from the Orthodox point of view the hierarchy was 
specifically a pentecostal gift and not only an institution, or 
something established for ministerial purposes; it was not so 
much a body of preachers as a body of charismatic ministers, 
who by divine appointment were preserving in the world the 
continuity of the charismatic stream started at Pentecost. One 
might argue about the number of sacraments, and some people 
did not count the sacrament of Orders among the sacraments. 
That was why he suggested that they should speak of the 
charismatic character which really meant the same thing. 
The ministry was a band of people appointed to be a kind of 
circulatory system in the Church which was thus especially 
connected with Pentecost. So for the Orthodox orders were 
essentially sacramental, but because that word had contro¬ 
versial associations, he would suggest instead the use of the 
word “charismatic”, which essentially meant the same thing. 

4. Lastly, Father Cassian used the word “Sobornost”, 
but he did not see any point in introducing this Slavonic word, 
when they had the old Greek word katholike which it was 
meant to translate. The Greek word needed vindication 
against Roman misinterpretation. It was a Greek word, not 
a Latin word. Katholike did not mean universal, for which 
the Greek was oikoumenike. Katholike meant wholeness, 
togetherness. People were introducing the word “Sobornost” 
to mean this because they forgot that it was the true meaning 
of katholike. 

Bishop Palmer asked the exact meaning of the sentence 
in the fourth section of Father Cassian’s paper, where he said 
that the symbolism of the Epistle to the Hebrews allowed of 
the extension of the doctrine of Kendsis to the Church, in so 
far as it was thought of as the Body of Christ. 

Father Cassian thought that this point ought to be 
explained in more detail, and he expected that a question 
would be put about it. They must remember that when the 
Holy Scripture spoke about the Body of Christ, it used this 
term in three different senses: (i) the glorified ascended body 
of Christ, (ii) the body of Christ of which the believers are 
partakers in the Holy Eucharist, and (iii) the Body of Christ 
as referring to the Church. But there is only one Body, 
though in the same Pauline epistle we sometimes have the 
Body of Christ used in two different senses: for instance, in 
I Corinthians there is the teaching about the Eucharist and the 
idea of the Church as the Body of Christ. So they must have 
before them the question of certain different aspects of the 
Body of Christ which were closely connected in the New Testa¬ 
ment. 
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Now, if they read the Epistle to the Hebrews they would 
find a very complicated liturgical symbolism, and this had to 
do with the doctrine of the Church. It was ecclesiological 
teaching which was given in the liturgical symbols, and when 
there was mention of the flesh of our Lord as of the veil, and 
of His entrance through the veil, and of His being our 
precursor, then it was certainly ecclesiological symbolism con¬ 
nected with the special conception of the Kingdom of God. 
Here also was the closest connection of these ideas with the 
Passion of our Lord, because it was the idea of the shedding 
of His blood which ran through the whole Epistle. He 
wanted to show that the doctrine of the Church in the Epistle 
to the Hebrews was connected very closely with the Passion of 
our Lord. 

The Church in the New Testament. 

By Professor J, de Zwaan, of the Reformed Church of the 
Netherlands. 

NOTE.—Professor de Zwaan read the following extracts from a much 
longer paper, copies of which were circulated among those 
present. 

Introductory. 

The evidence of the New Testament concerning the 
Church has been often sifted by most competent scholars and a 
certain finality may have been attained on several points. 

It is difficult to handle, because it is in reality scarce and 
fragmentary. The utmost objectivity is required, because its 
interpretation has been frequently affected by general views 
on the origins of Christianity and the Church. 

The interest for the exact purport of this evidence would 
be merely historical, and probably less lively, if the Churches 
of our days did not most of them agree about its normative 
value for their own institutions while disagreeing about the 
rightness of each other’s organisations. 

This trouble is the more serious since many of them con¬ 
sider this matter, viz., their views about the organisation of the 
Church in the time of the Apostles, as a constitutive part of 
Christian Doctrine, as necessary for its maintenance and, in 
general, for the right performance of the task of the Church 
in this world. 

The main questions seem to be at present: — 

i. Did Jesus intentionally found a community? 
ii. Are there in the New Testament different principles work¬ 

ing side by side? 
iii. Did the monarchical episcopate rise by elevation from the 

presbyterate or, did it derive from the apostolate by 
localization? 
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iv. Is a succession either of teachers or of rulers attested by 
the N.T. as a principle of organisation? 

v. What is the meaning of the imposition of hands? 

I do not suggest that these questions could not be more 
objectively put, e.g., with regard to the alternatives in iii and 
iv, but they have been under debate in this form. 

Reconsidering the evidence and the way in which it has 
been interpreted is, however, about all we can do, since new 
discoveries are wanting. 

Perhaps the growing recognition of the fundamental influ¬ 
ence of the mother-tongue of Christ and His Apostles, will 
prove a help to clear up some questions of interpretation. The 
Gospel was preached in Aramaic, Christian doctrine was first 
thought out and formulated by men who normally spoke and 
thought in a Semitic language, and the Church in its earliest 
missionary days was guided by people who mostly used Greek 
only as a second language. This bilingual period did not last 
very long, but the New Testament belongs to it. When it 
closed the authority of the LXX and the reverence for the past 
continued its influence, even with men who were Greeks by 
birth and mind. 

Recent Views. 

The late Canon Streeter expressed himself on this point 
like this: "The episcopalian has sought to find episcopacy, the 
presbyterian presbyterianism, and the independent a system 
of independency, to be the form of Church government in 
New Testament times. But while each party to the dispute 
has been able to make out a case for his own view, he has 
never succeeded in demolishing the case of his opponents.” 

The cause was, according to Streeter, that they all erred 
in making an uncriticised but fundamental assumption, viz., 
that in those days only one type of Church Order could have 
existed. 

If this was an error, it is for a theologian one which he 
can hardly escape making. A thinker who is on his guard 
against conflicting lines of thought in his chapter on the 
locus de Ecclesia naturally assumes that the Apostles did 
the same. 

Streeter was convinced that they never did: the New 
Testament would allow us “to trace an evolution in Church 
Order, comparable to the development in theological reflec¬ 
tion detected by the scholarship of the last century.” The 
word "evolution” should, however, be used with caution; it 
implies much and may take one too far. If I am not wholly 
mistaken, the last century was often inclined to overstatement 
of differences. Even if people unite to differ, the real unity 
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among them may be more important and more extensive than 
their divisions. The evidence of diversity is as a rule stronger 
than the other, but this is due to human nature, which was 
probably much the same in New Testament times. 

These things would evidently take us too far afield, but it 
is a fact that what is technically called “the threefold 
ministry does not seem to be unanimously attested by the 
evidence of the New Testament. 

Canon Streeter discerned different systems of Church- 
government existing at the close of the first century a.d. in 
different parts of the empire, and, in the New Testament itself 
an evolution, which he traces, e.g. in the latter epistles of St. 
Paul, by which the regular ministry is coming to the front owing 
to a lessening of the stress on the importance of spiritual gifts. 
The theory of Sohm is denied. Streeter did not admit the 
co-existence of two conflicting types of organisation. Prophets 
and other “charismatic”’ persons never had a case to struggle 
about with bishops or other officers, their authority being from 
the nature of their gifts casual and intermittent. The 
monarchical episcopate was established owing to various 
causes, e.g. in Asia about too a.d. Some of the New Testa¬ 
ment documents are thought to reflect the results rather than 
fhe causes of this development. Jerusalem is of merely local 
importance. Its organisation was a peculiar development, 
which was isolated and frustrated by history even before its 
extinction. It seems that the method of government by a 
regular board has developed from mere guidance by a college 
of elders, whom Paul happened to call “episcopi”. This 
governing by officers led in the course of time to permanent 
chairmanship, and from this the monarchical episcopate was 
evolved which succeeded in absorbing all remnants of other 
authority. 

The difference between these theories is an illustration of 
the fact, that Church-organisation is not a prominent point 
with the authors of the New Testament, the references being 
mostly casual or indirect. In two important conclusions all 
these scholars agree, viz., (i) the Aramaic-speaking part of the 
early Church showed a type of organisation which stood com¬ 
paratively isolated and did not last, and (ii) the monarchical 
episcopate is a development in the Greek-speaking world. It 
should be observed that each of these authors had to refer to 
evidence beyond the New Testament. 

Meanings oj Principal Words. 

As Paul up to his thirtieth year or so must practically 
have spoken and thought in Aramaic without the influence of 
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Greek environment, the usage of the Peshitta must interest us 
here. 

In Philipp, i, i, “e p is c o p o i kai d i a c o no i” appears 
in the Northern Aramaic of the Peshitta as: qashishe wam- 
shamshane. The Pauline word “episcopos” is rendered by 
qashisha (I Tim. iii, 2; Titus i, 7); the function, “episcope” 
is rendered qashishutha (I Tim. iii, 1). 

Presbyteros is not yet in Kittel, but the usage of 
the Peshitta is very interesting. 

It is rendered invariably in all cases by the same word, 
Jewish or Christian or any other connection making no differ¬ 
ence. And this word is the same which is used for "episcopos," 
viz. qashisha. "P r e s b y t e r i o n" (I Tim. iv, 14) is also 
rendered identically with "episcope" in I Tim. iii, 1, viz. by 
qashishutha. 

As the Christian usage of these words started in the 
bilingual period of the Church and at a time when Aramaic 
was the language of the leading part of the Church, the associa¬ 
tions which Aramaic usage must have suggested should not be 
neglected. 

The identity of the word implies at least a practical identity 
of the functions. This is the more certain since Aramaic is a 
language which can easily create new words from variations 
of the same root. It could also easily have adapted another 
word to the special task of the leader of the "qashishe,” if 
such a task had already taken the form of a separate order or 
office. Qashisha means "old” with the possibility of the 
added notion "venerable.” 

As St. Paul prefers the title “episcopoi” above the term 
"presbyteroi”, which he knew, he probably meant an analogy 
to the "arkhontes” or "arkhisynagogoi” of the smaller syna¬ 
gogues. He may even have consciously rejected the 
etymological associations of “ arkhein ”, The fact that 
“arkhon” was sometimes the name of a very high office, may 
also have influenced him in choosing a word to distinguish the 
committee from the general body of the qashishe. There also 
was an advantage in avoiding the Jewish title, and the elastic 
sense of the verb "episcopein” may have appealed to him. 
Foreigners are easily more impressed by etymology than one 
who is using his native language. 

Ecclesia has been treated in Kittel III, pp. 502-539 
by K. L. Schmidt as derived from “kalein,” but the author 
himself declares (p. 533) that the history of the word is more 
important than its etymology, and for our purpose the early 
history of the word from the LXX onward is decisive. In the 
LXX ‘edah is constantly rendered "synagogue,” qahal regu- 
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larly, but not invariably by "ecclesia,” "synagogue” being 
the second rendering above others. 

The encroachments of <rvi>aywyri are due to the greater 
frequency of edah in Exodus, Leviticus, Numeri, Joshua 
and Judges, which disappears gradually in the later books, 
buch facts may have influenced the different translators and 
possible revisers of parts of the LXX. 

The important point is that qahal = ecclesia received its 
stamp as a sacred word by the meeting for the "covenant” at 
Sinai, and again by its renewal under Ezra, when the Law 
was read out and accepted. There is hardly a connection in 
which the idea of "qehal-Jahweh" or "qehal-Jisrael" is not 
either expressed or implied. It is essentially a sacred word 
for the unity of the Holy People, and indeed the word, which 
suggested God's promises and was ready to be filled with an 
eschatological meaning. 

This ideal of the "new Israel” was dear to the Damascene 
sect, the People of the New Covenant.” They speak of their 
community as the 'edah, and, less often, as the qahal. They 
did so consciously, reproducing terms, which were applicable 
to the people as gathered at Mount Sinai, in the titles of their 
organisation. Finally it should be noted, that, according to 
L. Rost (Die alttestamentl. Vorstufen von Kirche und 
Synagoge, whose opinion is quoted in Kittel III, p. 533, note 
90) 'edah was originally the technical expression' for the men 
of Israel, convoked either for war or other purposes, while 
qahal was the name of the meeting as an institution of a sacred 
character. Already in the days of Jer. xliv, 16, women and 
children were reckoned to belong to the qehal-Jisrael. 

In Aramaic the choice lies between 'edtha, qehala, 
kenushtha (or other form of the root KNSh) and sibbura. The 
word, which Jesus and the apostles used, probably was 
qehala, as this (1) is the LXX "ecclesia”, (2) as this word 
was the richest in spiritual and Messianic content, (3) as it 
included women and children. 

The supremely important point is, that the word, which 
in the language of our Lord lies behind our word "church” 
and its predecessor, the Greek “ecclesia”, does not belong to 
the sphere of institutions of an associative and voluntary 
character. It denoted the "new Israel” as a sacred whole, 
destined to be revealed in the Day of Judgment and to be 
gathered round its messianic King. 

The adoption of “ecclesia” for local groups of Christians 
in the Greek world enriched the Greek idea of an "assembly 
of the citizens” with that of a sort of spiritual and heavenly 
"nationality,” implying a right to the expectations of the 
New Israel. 
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The "Church-idea” in the New Testament and its significance 

for some current questions. 

Nobody will admit that it is sound method to value the 
testimony of the New Testament on the organisation of the 
Church without inquiring whether our “Church-idea”—and 
there exist differences on this point between the Churches—is 
identical with that of the apostolic authors. 

If a difference should exist it must affect our interpreta¬ 
tion, and this interpretation will be so far unreliable as the 
difference goes. 

The first and most important result of our inquiry is, that 
in the entire New Testament one, and only one ”idea of the 
Church” is found. 

As a result of the chs. iv-vii this might be defined in the 
following way: 

“ The one Church of God is not an institutional but 
“ a supernatural entity which is in a process of growth 
“ towards an eschatological end, as being the sphere of 
" action of the heavenly Christ; all its members being in 
" Christ and being knit together by a supernatural kin- 
" ship; all their gifts and activities continuing the work of 
" Christ, originating from Christ and being co-ordinated 
“ by Christ to the one final result, which will appear in 
“ the eschatological future as the one People of God 

united in one qehala before the Throne, or as the one 
" celestial City.” 

It seems that this “general idea” was developed from 
Jewish eschatological imagery by the addition of two char¬ 
acteristics, which originated the one after the other. The first 
was the resurrection of Christ, by which the messianic faith 
in him was confirmed and developed, the second was the 
appearance of the 187101/ wvevna among the apostles and disciples. 

The “Israel of God” differentiated itself decisively from 
the empirical Israel, and even from those who cherished “the 
hope” (Acts xxiii, 6, xxvi, 7, xxviii, 20) by accepting the 
action of the Holy Ghost as the decisive characteristic of the 
one Messianic People, and, secondly, by identifying in a 
greater or lesser degree this action with that of the heavenly 
Christ. 

There are variations of stress and aspect: with Paul one 
may observe a tendency to emphasize that the “ecclesia” is a 
new creation, with others a tendency to underline the historical 
continuity of Israel. 

But there is no disunion or contradiction: Paul has 
written, Rom. xi, 26, “and so all Israel shall be saved,” and 
the addition of "gentiles” to the Messianic Israel was accepted 
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on the other hand as confirmed by prophecy and by the testi¬ 
mony of the Spirit. 

I must acknowledge that I fail to see traces of a general 
evolution on this point, the shadings of the idea in its different 
expressions do not coincide with any theory about the relative 
age of the New Testament writings. 

It seems obvious that this “general idea” is essential as a 
help in answering the five questions, which I had to mention in 
ch. I as those that are mainly under debate. 

The^ first one, viz. Did Jesus intentionally found a com¬ 
munity?” can now be answered. 

If we should take the word “community” in the sense of 
one of our traditional "church-ideas” with all that is implied, 
the answer must be negative. If we take “community” as 

church” in the original sense, the answer must be “Yes.” 

The apostles and evangelists never express a shade of 
doubt about the origin of the qehala. It is for them a divine 
fact, to the appearance of which Jesus was instrumental. In 
ch. IV we mentioned the places about the “elect”, those about 
the “People”, and those where Christ is speaking of his 
“flock” or his “fold”, He himself being the Messianic 
Shepherd. There is a strong eschatological vein in them, and 
this fact squares with the same characteristic in the word qehala 
(iKK\T)<ria), which figures in the principal text, Matth. xvi, 18: 
“. . . thou art Peter, and on this k’ipha I will build my 
qehala, and the ‘thar 'e dhi Shiola’ ’ (the leaders of the Hades) 
shall not prevail against it.” In the eschatological future 
these "powers of darkness” will arrange themselves in battle 
against the qehal-Jahweh (cf. Rev. xii, xx) and fail. That 
Jesus could call this qehala the "People” which he would 
gather as Messiah, is a consequence of his “messianic con¬ 
science”. The identification is natural, unless one should force 
a private theory about this consciousness against the testimony 
of the Gospels. 

Matth. xviii, 17, repeats the word. Here it is implied 
that Jesus should have considered the existence of groups of 
his disciples in several places. It is not implied, that he 
thought of them as existing after his death, but this is not 
excluded either. To my view there is nothing impossible in 
conceiving him calling such a group with a messianic name 
"qehala.” 

"My church” and “the church” are words which Jesus 
may well have used and which were rightly understood, but 
they do not imply one of our theories about the “Church.” 
They mention the qehala as a supernatural entity. 

The question about Jesus intentionally founding the 
“church” loses much of its poignancy, as soon as the New 
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Testament “church-idea” is understood. The oinooorfo-w of 
Mt. xvi, 18, should, of course, be taken in its Aramaic sense, 
which does not so strongly suggest an edifice as the Greek does. 
Even so, however, it cannot be denied that messianic conscious¬ 
ness could hardly exist without the intention to gather a 

messianic people” and to organise this gathering. The call 
of the Twelve and the Last Supper, if one should object to the 
mission of the Seventy, are sufficient proof of this. 

Even about the character of this community, which was 
founded by Jesus, some information is available. It was 
animated by the glamour of eschatological imagery: Acts i, 6, 
^ They therefore”—the apostles addressing the Risen Lord_ 

asked him saying, Lord, doest thou at this time restore the 
kingdom to Israel? And he said unto them, It is not for you 
to know times or seasons, which the Father hath set within 
his own authority.” They were also filled with a missionary 
spirit. This fact is clear as far as our texts go. A third 
characteristic seems to be, that they were not organised in any 
conspicuous manner: Matth. xxiii, 8-12, is a distinct pro¬ 
nouncement against deriving titles—as the Pharisees did_from 
functions of teaching or ruling. Strictly interpreted it seems 
also to deny such functions in the sense of an office. 

The essential doctrine of priesthood, viz. that of a 
certain supernatural power, by which certain persons should 
be exclusively enabled to consecrate the eucharistic elements, 
is not in the New Testament. Even if the practice of conse¬ 
crating the elements were, for reasons of order and discipline, 
as a rule reserved to "elders”, it does not follow that a special 
“grace” was thought to have been conferred on them, distin¬ 
guishing them from other true Christians. Even Ignatius, 
c.g., does not mention anything of the sort {SvYiyvn. viii, 1), 
when trying to restrict the right of celebrating the eucharist to 
a “bishop” or to those whom the bishop himself has “allowed” 
to do so. He is unable to deny the validity of a eucharist 
which did not satisfy his conditions, he only calls it less 
"certain” (pe^aia). 

On the other hand the New Testament emphasises the 
mystical equality of the faithful as being all of them “in 
Christ” and in contact with the Spirit. And to this mystical 
equality of the “brethren” corresponds an “institutional” 
equality. This is quite natural with a view to the “church- 
idea” of the New Testament. The faithful are all of them 
members of the one Messianic qehala, all of them “called”, all 
of them “elect”, all of them immediate to Christ and to God 
Everywhere in the New Testament the "Church” is a super¬ 
natural entity, being at the same time a visible body on earth. 

Supernatural powers and gifts may reveal themselves in 
any member of the Church, but they reveal themselves in 

48 



individuals and are not linked up with any ecclesiastical office 
or order as such. 

The Church in the New Testament and the Presbyterian 
point of view. 

The presbyterian point of view is so clear that its powerful 
appeal is easily understood. Its essential qualities are so 
spiritual that it grips the Christian conscience. 

To speak of it here is a privilege. 

Presbyterian Church-order is Scriptural 
Church-order. 

This is the one and decisive characteristic. And this 
characteristic is its vital principle. On this point no accom¬ 
modation is possible. There are Presbyterian Churches, e.g., 
in Holland, who understand this principle in such a way that 
they seem not to appreciate the motives of this great move¬ 
ment. I am not without hope that such misunderstandings 
may cease to exist, since there is a vast difference between 
dogmatism and clearness. 

On the other side, empirical Presbyterianism may sin in 
many ways, as we all are apt to do, but by that fact the 
essential issues should not be obscured in our minds. 

In the first place the presbyterian church-idea is not an 
immovable block of hard-cast iron. There is no presbyterian 
infallibility, there are no infallible decisions, there are no in¬ 
fallible persons or committees. 

As church-order should be scriptural, three things follow: 

i. If Scripture, better understood, should make a change of 
church-order advisable, practical difficulties have no 
standing against this appeal. 

ii. Not every part and particle of our ecclesiastical institutions 
can enjoy the same authority: the weight of its authority 
depends on the degree of clarity with which it is attested 
by the N.T. 

iii. Functions and offices which are necessary or useful for the 
well-being of the Church may exist without scriptural 
testimony, but their authority is different. They are in 
the Church but not of the Church. 
The obvious drawback for church-life is that this principle 

of scriptural church-order may foster a tendency to stretch 
scriptural testimony in favour of existing conditions. 

A second, and no less important, practical drawback is 
the temptation to over-emphasize the value of 
scripturally correct organisation even at the cost of disruption. 

It is, in a way peculiar to the presbyterian mind, difficult 
lo see the sinfulness of wilfully dividing the Body of Christ, 
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if non scriptural or not sufficiently scriptural organisation is 
considered to be the greater sin. 

The same principle of scriptural church-order leads up to 
some negative consequences. 

i. A Presbyterian cannot admit that in matters of the Church 
any analogy from the Old Testament should carry weight, 

ii. A Presbyterian rejects all argument from Divine guidance 
in the history of the Church, if in such a way N.T. testi¬ 
mony should be either limited or extended, on the ground 
that the supreme fact of this Divine guidance i s 
the New Testament itself. The New Testa¬ 
ment has been given to the Church in order that hence- 
forward this standard should be observed. 

Romantic imaginings about a perfect state of the Church 
m some remote period—e.g., the first century, should not be 
indulged in. Human sin was a fact in these days as it is now, 
as the N.T. itself may show. There is no reason to look more 
favourably on early deviations than on later ones. The early 
Church has been unmistakably influenced by Judaistic and 
paganistic currents. 

The great difficulty for the presbyterian is that the N.T. 
dates from the missionary age of the early Church, and that it 
contains some institutions which cannot be reproduced, how¬ 
ever central and vital they may have been at the moment. 

Apostles, local and itinerant prophets, decision by inspira¬ 
tion either of individuals or groups of individuals cannot be 
reproduced in our days, though they are present in the N.T. 

On the other hand Sacerdotalism and Sacramentalism are 
absent from the N.T., though they belong to the very fabric 
and tissue of the later Church. There are no Christian 

priests m the N.T., and there are no “monarchical bishops” 
there. Institutional “hierarchy” is unknown. 

The unity of the N.T. Church is not institutionally 
expressed Peter is not there as the president of a central 
council of apostles or as a chief leader of the Church, and Acts 
x\ is not a council or a synod. There are no provisions for 
appeal to higher meetings”, consisting of representatives of 
presbyteries, and there are no laws and by-laws mentioned 
regulating spheres and modes of action. 

All this is very negative, but it is natural to a body, which 
was not associative” by its origin and was not “instituted” 
on a certain dalfe by a meeting of its “founders”. The 
members of the Church of the N.T. belong together not by 
adhesion to a common purpose and enthusiasm for a common 
cause, which they should wish to realise by their co-operation. 
They are knit together by a super-natural kinship, they are 
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instruments of the Spirit, subjects of the Heavenly Christ, their 
Saviour. 

Though locally organised—more or less as the synagogues 
of the Jews in the Diaspora were before them—they are 
strongly conscious of their unity as being the One People of 
the Messiah, His "qehala,” which more or less soon will be 
gathered before the Throne at the great day of His parousia. 

Considering this, it is evident that the N.T. "church-idea" 
and N.T. church-life militate against two extremes. On the 
one side the N.T. condemns types of organisation which by 
over -empnasising unity slide off into sacerdotalism with its dis¬ 
qualification of the layman; on the other hand it condemns 
religious individualism and the type of organisation wdiich 
corresponds to it. 

The presbyterian idea of church-organisation, applied 
with a clear conscience of the limitations of N.T. testimony, 
seems to leave room for what the N.T. reveals as the practice 
of the original church-idea better than any other conception. 

In fact, there never was a rigid uniformity in presbyterian 
church-organisation. 

Calvin himself, e.g., when legislating in 1541 for the 
church of Geneva distinguished not a threefold but a more 
extensive ministry: doctors, presbyters, deacons for the care 
of the poor, and deacons for the care of the sick and the im¬ 
prisoned. 

The members of the consistory were not appointed by a 
majority vote of the members of the church, on the contrary. 
Calvin distinguished between inward and outward vocation, 
the first being a secret between God and the soul, the second 
a matter of church-order. For this second condition he 
legislated that the presbyters should be chosen, with the advice 
of the ministers of the church, by the members of the Town 
Council and from their midst. Not every Christian of 
irreproachable life and piety was to be eligible, only members 
of the municipal council could obtain membership in the Con¬ 
sistory. 

The election of ministers was not given to the people; 
ministers were to be invited, examined and introduced by 
their colleagues, under this restriction that the Municipal 
Council had the right to reject names before a candidate should 
be examined. 

The Genevan church-order is as thoroughly undemocratic 
as possible, but at the same time undeniably presbyterian. 

It was, of course, only practicable in cases where the 
irreproachably Christian character of the local members of the 

51 



Government was so guarded by the constitution of the state 
as was the case in Geneva about 1541. 

This prototype of presbyterial church-order may seem to 
make slight care of the N.T. "church-idea” as known to us, 
but this is only proof of the fact that was mentioned above 
sub ii, viz., that not every part of presbyterian institutions can 
enjoy the same authority, this authority depending from the 
clarity with which the N.T. speaks on the point in question. 

Now election is a N.T. principle, but the method of 
voting, the conditions of eligibility and the extent of the 
franchise are not stated. Calvin seems to have been animated 
by a desire to make sure that only those who were spiritually 
full-grown and, moreover, experienced in the exercise of 
authority should choose and should be chosen. 

Later presbyterianism recoiled from his idea of intimate 
connection between Church and State—and that for very 
practical reasons. Gradually it became a principle that 
Government could never rightly interfere with the election of 
the consistories or other ecclesiastical bodies, and this same 
principle won its way also in the methods by which the 
nomination of ministers was effected. 

In the last century these ideas of church-policy were in 
many places, either consciously or unintentionally, fused with 
"democratic” ideals, perhaps not to the advantage of a sound 
and scriptural church-consciousness. 

Yet, owing to its principle of scriptural church-order, the 
relation of the presbyterian "church-idea” to the reality of this 
world is such, that it is, on the positive side, eminently adapt¬ 
able and reformable. 

Its one and supreme concern is to be a better instrument 
for Christ. 

Dr. William Adams Brown said he thought that every¬ 
one would be tremendously stimulated by the paper, but he 
wanted to make one or two comments. 

He could not help feeling that it took a good deal of 
imagination to see the relation of that soul of Presbyterian¬ 
ism described in Professor de Zwaan’s paper to the kind of 
thing that they saw in the world when they looked at Presby¬ 
terians. If they would define Presbyterianism and fidelity to 
the New Testament in the way the speaker defined it, he would 
go with him all the way, but it seemed that there was some¬ 
thing of a jump between that New Testament picture of its 
charismatic and eschatological church and the kind of thing 
they knew to-day as empirical Presbyterianism. But he did 
not know that that contrast was any greater than is the case 
in other forms of existing ecclesiastical organisation. Pro- 
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fessor de Zwaan sought help in making the transition by use 
ot the good old doctrine of original sin as shared with us by the 
early Christians. 

. Underlying the whole issue was the fundamental ques- 
Lion of the function of order and law and institutions in the 
providence of God. They knew there had never been any 
form of Christian church which had found it possible to exist 
without institutional life. And the question how to make law 
our servant and not our master, to make the institution body 
and not spirit, was, he thought, the fundamental problem in all 
the oecumenical movement. Whether Presbyterians had any 
right to say that their way of trying to solve it was better than 
other ways, he did not know, though he would like to believe 
that it was so. While in the providence of God each of the 
great streams of institutional Christianity, Presbyterian, 
Episcopal and Congregational, had something to contribute! 
they would have to come back to the fact that in each of the 
great types of communion there was some point on which each 
one must be willing to admit that others might be better than 
themselves. 

Dr. Lowry said that he was speaking after two Presby¬ 
terians, and felt he wished to ask for light on the Presbyterian 
position. He had been interested to listen to expositions of 
that position at the Edinburgh Conference and also in negotia¬ 
tions between the Episcopal Church in the United States and 
the Presbyterian Church in the U.S.A., and he had had the 
impression that Presbyterians recently had been laying weight 
on the idea of the apostolic succession. He noted that at the 
Edinburgh Conference in representatives of the Church of 
Scotland, and remembered their description of the presbytery 
as acting in an episcopal capacity. That seemed to him to 
give hope for the coming together of the two great traditions 
of church government. 

In the paper which had just been read he found a con¬ 
siderable deviation from the line that he had felt Presbyterians 
to be taking as to their view of the ministry in relation to the 
church, and he thought it would be helpful if the Presbyterians 
present could enlighten them on this apparent discrepancy of 
position. 

Dr. Dunphy thought that one might possibly object to 

certain features of the treatment, or rather suggest that they be 

qualified. 
i. In the first place, he wondered if they were justified in 

laying quite so much stress on Aramaic terms and background. 
Of course, it was important, and yet on the other hand, was 
the Early Church as much steeped in that Aramaic outlook as 
was often assumed? They knew that there were many Greek- 
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speaking Jews in Palestine who spoke no Aramaic, and Dr. 
Easton had maintained that Greek-speaking Christianity was 
virtually as old as Christianity itself.* 

2. Were they justified in laying so one-sided a stress on 
the eschatological nature of the Church? The Holy Spirit 
was not only an “earnest”, but also the pledge of something 
achieved and given, of an eschatology which was realised here 
and now. 

3. In regard to the function of the apostles, could they 
think of their diakonia as being limited to the task of bearing 
witness to the Gospel facts, especially that of the resurrection ? 
They must start with the Jewish background, with the 
distinctly theocratic and in a sense hierarchical outlook which 
they carried over from the Old Testament. The Church was 
not something new fundamentally, but the vineyard which 
was to be taken from the old husbandmen and given to other 
stewards who would render the fruits, that is the apostles. 
There was the task of stewardship as well as that of bearing 
witness. Our Lord’s parables about the steward seemed to 
imply stewardship inside the body. The prohibition of the 
use of the title “rabbi” was directed against the spirit of leader¬ 
ship among the apostles, and not against a differentiation of 
function. 

The point was raised that there was no proof that God’s 
grace to celebrate the Lord’s Supper was given to some people 
only. He did not see any evidence of this grace being given 
to all Christians in the New Testament. They did know that 
the power was given to the Twelve in the words: “Do this in 
remembrance of me. They found the apostles celebrating 
the Eucharist, and he did not know that they found others. 
They did find the ministry and its powers transmitted by the 
apostles, they found the apostles ordaining and them alone, 
the grace of orders given from above through them: “As my 
Father sent me, even so send I you.” Whether they dis¬ 
tinguished a threefold ministry or not was another question, not 
especially important for their point. They did find in the 
background an apostolic ministry in which was concentrated 
the authority of Christ in His Church, and he thought more 
emphasis might be laid on the example of the Church in Jeru¬ 
salem. The fact that all Christians are equal, which was so 
well brought out by the speaker against sacerdotalism, the 
refusal to divide the Church into a teaching church and a 
learning church,—all that could quite well be held with a 
difference of function in the Church. They need not deny 

‘The reference is to B. S. Easton: Christ in The Gospels (New 
York, 1930), p. 37. 
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that the whole Church was a priesthood, but this did not 
exclude a ministry within, and that was an idea which would 
have been familiar from the Old Testament. It was true that 
the officers of the Church in the New Testament were not 
called priests, but there was a good reason for this, the associa¬ 
tions of the word in Jewish and pagan circles. To say that 
there was no institutional hierarchy in the Church seemed to 
him to be going far beyond the facts, and the passage from 
Ignatius referred to by Professor de Zwaan did not imply his 
acceptance of other Eucharists. 

The New Testament Teaching on the Church. 

By Professor Wahlstrom of the Evangelical Lutheran 
Augustana Synod of N. America. 

I. The Lutheran Doctrine of the Church. 

i. The nature of the church is determined by and under¬ 
stood from the nature of grace. The grace of God is God 
Himself who in Christ comes to seek and to save the lost, to 
die for the sinner and to justify the ungodly. God is revealed 
to us as the God of grace in that He, in Jesus Christ, saves 
men from sin and redeems them unto Himself. The nature of 
the church is seen out from the operation of this grace, the 
church being both the object of the saving activity of God 
and the witness to this saving activity. Every formulation of 
a doctrine of the church must give a clear and adequate 
expression to this relation between the church and the grace 
of God. 

When we say that the doctrine of the church rests on the 
nature of grace, we imply that the New Testament, too, must 
be interpreted from this same centre. An atomistic or 
legalistic attitude results in trying to make specific New 
Testament words and sayings binding as external forms on 
the church. No one would now demand that the church of 
to-day should completely reproduce the primitive church, but 
the tendency is to justify certain cherished practices and con¬ 
ceptions by an appeal to isolated passages in the New Testa¬ 

ment. 
Against all such attempts to make the New Testament a 

law code for the church we maintain that every part of the 
doctrine of the church must be derived from and based upon 
God's grace. As God’s whole message to the world has its 
centre in the Incarnate Word, and the whole New Testament 
must be understood out from that centre, so the nature and 
function of the church must be understood and expressed from 
the centre of God’s saving activity in Christ. Every word of 
Jesus or the apostles about the church must be interpreted in 
its relation to the eternal purpose of God to save men; and 
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every practice of the church must be justified in relation to this 
same grace. 

2. The church is created by God’s active word of grace. 
("Created” is here used to designate this act as an act of God; 
it does not refer to one complete act in the past.) Since God 
always is, always has been, and ever will be the God of grace, 
the church is wherever His gracious activity operates. By His 
acts of redemption—exemplified in Noah, Abraham, Jacob, 
Moses, David, Ezra, Nehemiah—He has created for Himself 
a people dependent upon Himself. The God who by His grace 
redeemed the people out of Egypt and constituted them as His 
people, is the same God who in the redemptive act of the cross 
created for Himself a ‘ 'peculiar people, a holy nation, a people 
for God’s own possession.” The whole Bible is Heilsgeschichte, 
the story of the redemptive acts of God, whereby He has 
redeemed His people and created His church. 

The Word is a word of action as well as of speech. Thus 
Jesus himself in His incarnation, suffering, death and resur¬ 
rection is the Word of God. In this sense the Word is prior 
to the church, and creates the church. The church, present 
or past, has no other origin than the redemptive acts of God, 
who by His Spirit “calls, gathers, enlightens, and sanctifies 
the whole Christian church on earth” (Luther). Apart from 
this active Word of God there is no church and no redemption. 

3. The church, created by the Word of grace, is also a 
witness in the world to that grace. The church proclaims the 
word. This proclamation began as soon as the church came 
into being. The first proclamation was oral, later it was 
written down and became the books of the New Testament. 
This is the permanent and authoritative witness of those who 
had "heard, seen, beheld, handled—concerning the Word of 
life (I Jn. i, 1). This Word of God, the Bible, is to-day the 
foundation of the witness of the church concerning "the 
mighty works of God.” It is not a dead letter, but a living 
testimony; not a mere record, but the living and active Word 
of God. "The word of the cross”, which Paul preached, is 
still to-day the living Word of God which creates the church. 
The Bible and the Word cannot be separated, for faith knows 
that God through this Bible as His Word is active in the world 
to save and to redeem. 

4. The mark of the church is the preaching of the Word 
of grace and the administration of the sacraments. Wherever 
God’s grace, revealed in Christ, operates, there the church 
comes into being. The boundaries of the church are, there¬ 
fore, not drawn by man; they are as wide and inclusive as the 
eternal love and grace of God. The grace of God is not a 
demand upon man, but a free gift. The invitation to all is 
"take, eat.” All marks and requirements which deny or 
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obscure this free grace are the works of men and foreign to the 
church. To place certain demands for entrance and to lay 
down rules is the mark of the sect, not of the church. Sub¬ 
mission to any authority other than the Word, practices such 
as footwashing, immersion, forms of polity, glossolalia, etc., 
constitute the sect. The church knows no constitutive principle 
except that which is derived from the nature of the free grace. 
The church cannot be less inclusive than the gospel; it must 
stand ready to count as members everyone who needs God’s 
forgiving grace. This means that we must recognize the 
presence of the church wherever the gospel is preached. “For 
where baptism and the gospel are, no one may doubt that there 
are saints, even if it were only the babes in their cradle’’ 
(Luther, “Papacy at Rome.’’ Hoi. Ed. Vol. I, p. 361, W.A. 
VI, 301, 3). “Wherever, therefore, you hear or see this Word 
preached, believed, confessed, and acted on, there is no doubt 
that there must be a true ecclesia sancta catholica" (Luther, 
“On the Councils and the Churches.’’ Hoi Ed. V, p. 271 ft 
W.A., L. 629, 28). 

• 5. The church is an object of faith. Luther constantly 
points out that the confession “I believe in the church” implies 
that the church is a magnitude known only to faith. The 
church, together with the whole revelation of God, is an object 
of faith. That Jesus of Nazareth is the Christ, that the Word 
is the Word of God, that God works through his word, that 
He creates the church, all this is perceived by faith. When, 
therefore, we say that the Word and the sacraments are the 
marks of the church, we must remember that they are so for 
faith. Faith knows that where the gospel is, there is the 
church. 

6. The church is one. Since it is brought into being 
by God’s saving activity, the result of this activity is always 
and ever a people of God. This oneness is a spiritual unity 
which transcends all divisions. When the words “visible” 
and “invisible” are used, it means, not that we are speaking 
about two churches, but of the one church under two aspects. 
The church is both a spiritual fellowship in the unity of the 
Spirit, and a community organized in changing outward 
forms.* This oneness and unity rest on the creative act of the 

one God. 

7. The institutions and orders of the church are expres¬ 
sions of God’s gracious activity in the church. Their one and 
only purpose is to serve this grace of God. All these, including 
the orders of the ministry, must be tested and examined with 

* (Statement of the Church of Sweden quoted from “Convictions" 
in “The Church and its Function in Society,” ’T Hooft and 
Oldham, p. 42.) 
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this question in mind whether they assist or hinder, express, 
or hide, the grace of God. It is not quite enough to say simply 
that they must be tested by the New Testament. An atomistic 
exegesis would lead to a legalistic application of this rule. 
They must be judged according to the faithfulness with which 
they express and serve the New Testament conception of grace. 
The ministry has been instituted for this purpose that men 
might obtain the faith of the Gospel. (Augsburg Conf., Art. 
V.) 

8. This is briefly, I believe, the Lutheran conception of 
the church. It has not always been held in its purity. 
Departures from this doctrine have been due to the failure to 
keep in the centre the activity of God in His grace. Instead 
of being satisfied with the Word as the mark of the church, 
various other elements have been introduced. Thus Lutheran 
Orthodoxy insisted that the mark of the church was "pure 
doctrine’’,* and Pietism introduced various subjective elements 
as determinative. In both cases the emphasis was shifted 
from the activity of God to the activity or behaviour of men. 
This destroys the conception of the church, and at the same 
time destroys the unity of the church. 

II. The Lutheran Doctrine of the Church and its relation to 
the New Testament. 

i. The doctrine of the church does not rest on specific 
proof texts, but on the entire Biblical message, the centre of 
which is God’s forgiving grace. It rests on the Bible under¬ 
stood and interpreted as an organic unity having its centre 
in the cross, or in justification by faith, or in grace. 

We accept without further argument the conclusion set 
forth in Dr. Flew’s book, "Jesus and His Church’’, that it was 
Jesus’ intention and purpose to found a church. (See note i.) 

This statement must be understood in such a way, how¬ 
ever, that it becomes clear that the mission of Jesus was 
directed toward the whole people, and eventually toward the 
whole world. Jesus carried out God’s purpose of redemption 
within the confines of the ancient people of God (Matt, xv, 
24). His intention was not to form an esoteric “remnant" 
within the people and over against the people. He .came as 
"Saviour of the world", because "God so loved the world.” 
He came to seek and to save "the lost"; and "the lost” is a 
very inclusive term. The commission of the church is "to 
make disciples of all nations.” It exists not primarily for itself, 
but as an agency through which God carries out His universal 
purpose. 

The church is, therefore, in the conception of Jesus a 

* (See statement by Melanchton in Hirsch's Hilfsbuch, p. 208.) 

58 



un versa church, open for all. The circle around Him did 
not constitute a pure church. It contained the traitor, and 

many who walked no more with him.” His mission was for 
all men. He came, not with a demand, but with an offer of 
ree gracec The only qualification for membership was their 

need of Him. The good and the pious had no preferred 
standing; for His invitation was issued to "publicans and 
smners to the sick in need of a physician”, and to "the 
lost. The idea of the universal church of grace has never 
been expressed more adequately than in the words: “Come 
unto me all ye who labour and are heavy laden, and I will 
give you rest. The only way in which a person could stand 
outside of this church was by declaring that he did not need 
the grace of God. How deeply Jesus felt the rejection of this 
grace by the people is seen in His lament over Jerusalem and 
His weeping over the city. He was ready to count as followers 
all who needed Him and His grace. "For he that is not 
against you is for you (Lk. ix, 50). (This concerns com¬ 
munion in grace. The opposite statement in Mt. xii, 30 
Lk. xi, 23, refers to an opposition to grace.) 

2. The word of Jesus to Peter. (Matt, xvi, 18.) 
The words of Jesus to Peter have sometimes been under¬ 

stood as referring to Peter's confession, or to his faith. But 
the church is not built on someone else’s faith, and a confession 
is a testimony to that on which the church is built. The 
saying, ‘‘upon this rock”, is rather to be connected with the 
words, "flesh and blood hath not revealed this_but my 
Father. In the confession of Peter, Jesus sees the activity 
of the Father revealing His Christ to men. This revealing 
activity of God, the content of which is Christ, is the Rock on 
which the church is built. That to a man like Peter, who here 
stands as the representative of the Twelve and of all men, God 
has revealed His grace and made Himself known, this is the 
Rock. (Note 2.) 

Peter, then, in as far as he is the object and bearer of this 
revelation, is the Rock. It is not Peter as a person, for he 
stands as a representative of the Twelve. The apostles are the 
original bearers of this revelation, and the eye-witnesses of 
these saving acts of God. In this respect they occupy a unique 
position in the history of revelation, so that it can be said that 
the church is built on "the foundation of the apostles and 
prophets.” But essentially the church rests on the continued 
revelation of God, on the fact that it is still true that "flesh 
and blood hath not revealed this”, but God by His Spirit, 
through the testimony of the apostles, makes known to men 
His love and forgiving grace. (Compare, Flew, “Jesus and 
His Church”, pp. 127-8. “ The beatitude governs the 
thought of all three declarations.” Compare also, Schniewind, 

59 



“Das Neue Testament Deutsch’’, Vol. 2, p. 183. “The Rock 
is—Peter himself. Not, to be sure, Peter as a human char¬ 
acter.—Peter is the Rock as apostle, as one sent by Jesus, 
as bearer of His word. The Word is never in the New 
Testament separated from the messenger, it needs the pro- 
claimer, the witness.”) 

3. The power of the keys. 

What is said to Peter in Matt, xvi, 19, is said to all the 
apostles in xviii, 17, and Jn. xx, 23. The power of the 
keys is given to them as bearers of the Word, for the Word 
determines death or life, salvation or destruction. Luther says: 
“These words of Christ are nothing but gracious promises given 
to the whole church, in order that poor, sinful consciences 
might find comfort, when they are 'loosed' by men; and the 
words apply only to sinful, troubled consciences, and are 
intended to strengthen them, if they but believe.” ("The 
Papacy at Rome”; Hoi. Ed. I, 378, W.A. VI, 312, 31.) The 
bearer of the Word has the power of the keys, be he Peter or 
the humblest Christian. The church of to-day has this word 
and power through the word delivered to it by the apostles. 
Here, too, they are the foundation, because they are the first 
witnesses to the revelation of the Word. 

4. The Kingdom and the Ecclesia. 

The tendency to-day in some quarters is to emphasize the 
distinction between the Kingdom and the church. “We know 
the church only in its unlikeness to the Kingdom of God.” (K. 
Barth in Credo, E. tr., p. 148.) These words reveal a wrong 
conception of both the Kingdom and the church. The King¬ 
dom is God’s Kingdom of grace, and His sovereign will is His 
will to save. Everything that is said about the Kingdom in 
the New Testament is connected with the offer of grace. If 
the Kingdom should mean God’s rule in the widest and absolute 
sense, then it would be meaningless to speak of it as being 
given, or taken away, or entered, for then all men would be 
in it. The Kingdom is God’s own coming into the world to 
save and to establish a redeemed people. To be deprived of 
the Kingdom is the final judgment (Matt, xxv, 34; xxi, 43). 
The church, on the other hand, is not an organization of human 
wills, but the expression and result of this saving activity of 
God. God’s will to save realizes itself in the creation of a 
people, the church; and in and among this people the will of 
God is carried out. The Kingdom of God is “nothing else 
than what we learned in the Creed, that God sent His Son 
Jesus Christ our Lord into the world to redeem and deliver 
us from the power of the devil, and to bring us to Himself, and 
to govern us as the King of righteousness, life and salvation 
against sin, death and an evil conscience.” (Luther, Large 
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fnupeST’Y?L T’ P- 455-) "To enter, to receive, to 
inherit the Kingdom can mean nothing else than by an act 
of redemption to be taken up into fellowship with God and 
become and remain the object of His saving activity. But this 
is exactly what happens when a child is brought to God in 
baptism, or when a person comes within the sphere of the 
preaching of the Word. Wherever God carries out His saving 
activity on earth or in heaven, there is the church, and there 
is also the Kingdom. The concepts are, therefore, parallel 
synonymous. If there is any difference, it would be that by 
the Kingdom we emphasize the saving activity of God; by the 
church, the result of that activity. 

The difference between the Kingdom and the Church lies 
perhaps in the fact that the church must be seen from two 
aspects. It is both the object of God's saving grace, and the 
witness in the world to this grace. The church as object of 
God s saving grace is identical with the Kingdom, and what is 
said of the one may be said also of the other. But the church 
is also entrusted with the gospel and charged with the duty to 
“preach the gospel to every creature.’’ From this point of 
view the church is the agency through which God establishes 
His Kingdom. 

5. Paul's doctrine of the Church. 

a. To understand Paul’s doctrine of the church we must 
start from^the idea of forgiving grace. He addresses his 
readers as “called saints’’, which does not mean “called to be 
saints”, nor "known as saints”, but “saints by virtue of call.” 
They are saints, “holy,” because God has called them through 
the gospel of forgiving grace. This call is based upon the 
death of Christ. Paul connects the founding of the church 
with the death and resurrection of Jesus. (Eph. i, 20-23; 
v, 25; Col. i, 19-21.) The origin of the church does not lie 
in any single saying of Jesus, nor in an act of communion as 
at the Last Supper, but in the divine act of reconciliation 
through the Cross. As the people of God under the old 
covenant was constituted by a redemptive act of God leading 
them out of Egypt, so the people of the new covenant owe their 
existence to a redemptive act carried out on the Cross. (I Cor. 
v, 7.) The apostles are the servants of this "word of the 
cross”, “the word of reconciliation” (II Cor. v, 18, 19), and 
it is this word which makes men holy and creates the holy 
catholic church. "In Christ Jesus I begat you through the 
gospel.” (I Cor. iv, 16; I Peter i, 3.) 

b. Since the church owes its origin to the redemptive act 
of God, it follows that the church is one. Paul recognizes 
that "the word of reconciliation” has come to the Gentiles 
from the church in Jerusalem. (Rom. xv, 27.) The church 
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is created by God’s call, and wherever that call is heard, it is a 
call to the one, holy, catholic church. The unity of the church 
is therefore quite independent of all external control and all 
central authority. The unity of the church does not depend 
on the fact that the local churches have any external con¬ 
nection with one another, but on their being members of the 
body of Christ. The unity is spiritual; “one Lord, one faith, 
one baptism, one God and Father of all.” (Eph. iv, 5.) We 
may see in the attempts of the Jerusalem church at super¬ 
vision, and in the collection for the saints, expressions of this 
unity; but, on the other hand, it is surely significant that both 
failed. The unity of the church rests ultimately on the One 
who calls, not on independent actions of the ones who are 
called. (Luther; “This (spiritual) unity is of itself sufficient 
to make a church, and without it no unity, be it of place, 
or time, or person, or work, or of whatever else makes a 
church.” “The Papacy at Rome”, Hoi. Ed. I, p. 349, W.A. 
VI, 293, 9. Augsburg Confession, Art. VII, “And unto the 
true unity of the church, it is sufficient to agree concerning the 
doctrine of the gospel and the administration of the sacraments. 
Nor is it necessary that human traditions, rites, or ceremonies 
instituted by men, should be alike everywhere.”) 

c. The figure of the church as the body of Christ and 
Jesus as “the Head of the church” indicate that, not only does 
He create the church, but its continued existence depends on 
Him also. The church comes into being and continues to be 
“in Christ.” This formula, “in Christ,” has been variously 
interpreted. We might suggest that it may be interpreted as 
meaning “in dependence upon Christ.” “There is therefore 
now no condemnation to those who live in dependence upon 
Christ Jesus.” (Rom. viii, 1.) This formula would then be 
expressive of the fact that both the individual Christian and 
the church owe their existence entirely to the forgiving grace 
of God in Christ. (Flew, “Jesus and His Church”, p. 214 ff.) 
Whatever then may be said about the church, that it is one, 
holy, catholic, apostolic church, depends entirely upon the 
living Christ who is active in the church through His Holy 
Spirit. 

d. The church is the people of God. The very word 
ecclesia, which in the LXX frequently translates Qahal, the 
assembly of Israel, indicates that the church is the people of 
God. The church is found in every place where God calls His 
people together. The church is coterminous in time and space 
with the operation of God's grace. (See, I, 2, p. 56.) That 
God saves means that He creates a redeemed people, and in 
the New Testament this redeemed people is the Christian 
church. Since the Cross is the act of redemption, to which the 
whole previous history looked forward, the ecclesia which is 
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now created is the one, holy, catholic church, the world-wide 
all-embracing, universal people of God. 

e\ The mission of the church is to proclaim “the word of 
reconciliation.’' This mission is directed toward the whole 
world. The church is, therefore, God’s agency of salvation, 
but not in the sense that it controls or limits the grace of God.' 
it bears witness to this grace, being itself a creation of the 
Word. 

6. Conclusion. 

If the doctrine of the church is founded on the New 
Testament message of the free grace of God, we have nothing 
to fear from honest and sincere historical research or modern 
scholarship. Modern research may show that certain practices, 
orders, and even (formulation of) doctrines have no basis in 
the New Testament. We would be ready to agree with such 
findings, but would insist that the ultimate test is not the letter 
of the New Testament, but the faithfulness with which these 
extra-New Testament practices express the idea of free grace. 
If they hinder or obscure the universality of grace, they must 
be discarded in a spirit of repentence. On the other hand, it 
may be that men will reject the church as a channel of free 
grace. But in that case it must be evident that such rejection 
of the church implies a rejection and a denial of the entire 
message of Jesus and the New Testament. Denial of the church 
implies a denial of salvation by grace. But this can be true 
only in so far that the church forsakes all dreams of worldly 
power and prestige, and finds its glory in being the object and 
the bearer of the grace of God. 

Notes. 

1. Founding of the church. Conservative Lutherans 
have generally held that Jesus founded the church. The 
influence of Harnack’s view of the church was widespread, 
and accepted by many. Dr. Linton calls this “the consensus.” 
(Linton, Das Problem der Urkirche. Yearbook of Uppsala 
University, 1932.) The present opinion seems to be that Jesus 
intended to and did found the church, though the form and 
organisation was developed later. 

2. Older Lutheran commentators under the influence of 
polemic against Rome tended to interpret the “Rock” as 
Peter’s confession. Modern opinion admits that Peter is the 
Rock, but denies that in this respect he could have any suc¬ 
cessors. He and the apostles stand in a peculiar position as 
the original bearers of and witnesses to the revelation of God 
in Christ. All the subsequent witness of the church is founded 
on the witness of the apostles, i.e. on the New Testament. 
“In all these passages (Mt. xvi, x8; Jn. xxi, 15) Peter is 
the representative of the entire assembly of apostles, as appears 
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from the text itself. For Christ asks not Peter alone, but 
says: 'Whom do ye say that I am?’ As to the declaration: 
'Upon this rock I will build my church,’ certainly the church 
has not been built upon the authority of man, but upon the 
ministry of the confession which Peter made, in which he 
proclaims that Jesus is the Christ, the Son of God.” (Jacobs, 

P- 342, 43-) 

Dr. Ankar was very glad that in his paper Professor 
Wahlstrom had given free expression to what was thought in 
his church on the Church. He wanted to thank him for this. 
But this did not mean that he could agree with him in all the 
details. In his fourth section, in the comparison of the Church 
and the Kingdom of God, he was not quite in agreement with 
him. "From this point of view the Church is the agency 
through which God establishes His Kingdom” was the best 
statement in this section. It was better to say that the Church 
was the way through which we came to the Kingdom than 
to say that the Church was the Kingdom. 

He had been deeply impressed by the fundamental unity 
in the three addresses which they had heard, and the agree¬ 
ment on the nature of the Church was evident. In Professor 
de Zwaan’s paper the day before his discussion of the essence 
of the Church was not only interesting as Reformed doctrine, 
but also as a point of departure for the Movement. That did 
not mean that there were no differences, but that they would 
be studying the differences with a view to discovering how to 
overcome them. 

Professor Ehrenberg wanted to express his agreement 
with the speakers that day, and to add some words to what 
had been said that afternoon and the day before. They had 
just heard from Dr. Ankar about the difficulty of seeing in the 
Church the Kingdom of God, and this difficulty was of funda¬ 
mental importance, and belonged to the Church essentially. 
Professor Ehrenberg then repeated Pastor Boegner’s sentence 
of the day before, that the Church universal was there first 
of all, but that this Church universal became concrete in the 
local churches. This in his opinion was the testimony of the 
whole New Testament. Paul, for instance, did not speak to 
anybody, but he spoke to .certain congregations and com¬ 
munities. And also the first Epistle to Peter addressed certain 
concrete congregations, though we did not know where these 
congregations were. The whole New Testament showed us 
that the Church of God was one Church, the holy Church, 
and a Church against which the gates of hell should not 
prevail. 

Professor de Zwaan the day before had criticised Sohm, 
but Sohm had seen one very important thing, that the Church 
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was at one and the same time the world redeemed and a com¬ 
munity struggling in the world. 

He then spoke of the importance of language in 
oecumenical theology. When Luther translated the Bible he 
never translated ecclesia by Kirche, but by the word "congre¬ 
gation, der Gemeinde. Luther had good reasons for this, 
but the exclusive translation of ecclesia by “congregation” had 
the drawback that it was afterwards misunderstood. What 
Luther meant when he avoided the word "church" was to say 
that the Church of Christ is not eine gesetzte Kirche, and 
Luther wanted to make that quite clear. The Church of 
Rome tried to build up the Church universal in a legalistic 
sense, and the Enthusiasts and Anabaptists tried to build up 
a commumo sanctorum in a liberal sense. That showed how 
important it would be to publish a little oecumenical theological 
dictionary. For example, in I Corinthians xv, 9, the German 

I persecuted the Gevnemde of God" gives a different impres¬ 
sion from the English. ! 

It was most important to-day that the Church should 
witness as she ought about herself in this world, and that the 
Church should give the world the impression of what she 
really was in the dialectic essence of the Church. It was at 
the same time visible and invisible, it was holy and it contained 
sinful people. If we looked into the churches as they actually 
were we should see that there was always opposition between 
those who said that the Church came from above and was an 
institution founded by God, and those who said that the 
Church came from beneath and was built by the individuals 
who came together there. He quoted an example which 
showed that this misunderstanding was found in the constitu¬ 
tion of the Church of Prussia before the Hitler regime had said 
that the Church was built by the local community. 

He concluded by saying that one must see the whole thing 
at the same time. The real situation of the Church in our 
world would best be expressed by the two biblical passages of 
Matthew xvi and xviii read together, xvi and xviii both spoke 
of the power of the keys, but xvi from the point of view of the 
Church given from above, and xviii as seen from within. 
That was the real Church and that was what we had to say 
about the Church. 

There were three facts that we ought to keep in view: (i) 
the misunderstanding of the Church as something built up 
from beneath, (ii) the fact that nowadays the Church had come 
back to the time when she was persecuted, and this was so 
important because by the fact of persecution the old Church 
of the East had come back into contact with the Church of the 
West, and (iii) the Church had not only to undergo the perse- 
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cution of the world, but to struggle actively against the world. 
Over a hundred years ago it had been said that the time would 
come when the Church would lose all natural means of 
support, and be surrounded by those who hated it, but that 
people who hated the Church would listen to what the Church 
said. 

Father Cassian said it had been noticed that the three 
papers presented had many points in common, and he wished 
to put two questions to Professor Wahlstrom. 

1. With regard to the remarks of Pastor Ankar, he did 
not agree with the identification of the Church and the King¬ 
dom of God, which he found in this paper. He remembered 
that Dr. Dunphy had found that the eschatological side of the 
Church was over-emphasised in Dr. de Zwaan's paper. He 
did not see this eschatological side at all in the paper they had 
just heard, and he wanted to ask the speaker whether it was 
consciously that he had omitted this eschatological side, or 
was it due to the lack of time? 

2. It was very important for him to notice that the 
doctrine of the Church in the New Testament was conceived 
as a unity, and that the keynote of this unity was the doctrine 
of grace, but he did not find in the paper any allusion to the 
Holy Spirit. He thought this was a most important point. 
If the speaker would say that the grace of God was the grace 
of the Holy Spirit acting in the Church and revealing the 
presence of our Lord in the Church, then he would be quite 
satisfied, and would not be in disaccord with the speaker on 
that point. 

Professor Wahlstrom thought that in regard to both 
these questions he might say that the omission was due to the 
fact that the paper had to be very brief. 

1. In regard to the question of the Church from the 
point of view of eschatology, if they looked at the Church from 
the point of view of grace, that God’s saving activity created 
the Church, then it seemed to him that God created this 
Church now in the world. And the Church triumphant was 
also the creation of God’s grace. Whether they spoke of the 
Church in the past, in the Old Testament, or the Church in 
the present, or the Church in the future, under any circum¬ 
stances the Church was constituted and created by the activity 
of God. 

2. In relation to the Holy Spirit, Paul said that the Lord 
was the Spirit, and he could not see how they could speak of 
the grace of God and think only of the Father. When they 
spoke of the grace of God, to him that was the grace of God 
the Father, the grace of God the Son and the grace of God the 
Holy Spirit. 
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„ , dR- Leiper asked why in our discussion concerning the 
ature of the Church we all tended nowadays to admit that 

other people m other forms of the Church were in some sense 
a part of the Church universal and then almost invariably 

rne rom that admission to define some particular 
characteristic of the Church which excluded them? We thus 
put ourselves in the position of making admission to the Church 
on earth of which we were part, more complicated than ad¬ 
mission to the Kingdom of God, which we recognised as being 
the objective of all church life, and to which we saw the 

mnreCHiffin nT s\nse,a1^ aiminS- Why did we make it 
more difficult to get into the Church on earth than the Church 
in Heaven? 

to k DR' FLEW ™anted t0 ask the members of the Committee 
bear one question in mind. He had hoped that in the three 

papers they were to hear they might be able to see a certain 
growing unity in the modem interpretation of Holy Scripture 
1 his was not immediately apparent. He thought they would 
have to work hard that evening to produce it. It was significant 
thut Professor Wahlstrom had started not with the text of the 
New Testament, but with the Lutheran doctrine of the Church, 
and had then proceeded to find support for it in the New 
Testament. He would like Professor Wahlstrom to start by 
interpreting the scriptures according to his mind to-day as a 
modern scholar, and then see whether there was anything in 
his Lutheran interpretation which would differ from that of 
Calvin or the English reformers, or the Orthodox Church. 
Or again, take Professor de Zwaan, who gloried in his theme, 
and then brought in Presbyterianism by a tour de force at the 
end of his paper. He thought it would be difficult for him to 
find real connection between the last chapter and the rest of his 
paper. Were these modern scholars really differing in inter¬ 
pretation? 

Father Cassian concluded that the power of binding and 
loosing was not given to all the disciples. He assumed that 
John xxi was addressed to the Twelve, but could this be 
accepted in the light of modern study? Westcott, Lightfoot 
and Hort, for example, showed that it could not, and though 
Bernard reverted to the earlier view and Dr. Goudge followed 
him, neither gave any proof. The kind of question he wanted 
faced by the Orthodox was whether the old interpretation, 
even if it were traditional in Orthodoxy, could be maintained 
in the light of modern scholarship? 

There seemed to him a pretty substantial consensus on the 
sentence, “Thou art Peter”. The Orthodox seemed to 
repudiate one particular type of interpretation, but he thought 
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the rest of them would find themselves very near to one 
another. 

On the whole conception of the Body of Christ, the Roman 
Catholics had taken one particular metaphor (which was used 
by St. Paul in two senses in the same epistle) and had pressed 
that as an exclusive foundation for a doctrine for which they 
claimed the name of catholic. But the progress of scholar¬ 
ship seemed to be leading the rest of them into agreement on 
somewhat other lines, as could be seen in the papers of Father 
Cassian and Professor de Zwaan. 

Might he ask that in the general discussion of the three 
papers which was to be held that evening, speeches should be 
concerned with interpretation of the New Testament rather 
than with expressions of confessional points of view on the 
subject of the Church in general? 

Bishop Talbot said that what was new in their discussions 
about the Church was the prominence of eschatology. Fifty 
years ago this question would not have come in. He seemed 
to see a certain connecting link between Father Cassian and 
Professor de Zwaan in that respect. But nothing had been 
said about the “disappointed hope” of the primitive church 
in regard to the immediate return of our Lord, and sensitive¬ 
ness to that fact was something which was new in the last 
thirty or forty years. He remembered Baron von Hiigel 
saying there were three main difficulties in Christianity, none 
of which was wholly superable: (i) about God, the problem of 
evil, (ii) about our Lord, the problem of the disappointment 
of the expectation of the parousia, and (iii) about the Church, 
the gulf between the claims of the Church as it ideally is and 
its actuality. In his Essays and Addresses on the Philosophy 
of Religion, vol. i, was a striking essay on "Apocalyptic 
Elements in the Teaching of Jesus”. Clutton Brock had 
written a book to show that almost at once the doctrine of the 
Kingdom of God had been put aside, and the Church had 
come in to take its place. Von Hiigel wrote his essay in 
response to that book; he said that in the New Testament the 
expectation was interwoven with disappointment, and it was 
this which led to the Church dropping the idea of the Kingdom. 

He welcomed Professor Wahlstrom’s tremendous affirma¬ 
tions about the grace of God, they were splendid. But they 
seemed to be accompanied by negations, for example, the 
statement that the unity of the Church was spiritual and quite 
independent of any external associations so that the making 
of any conditions of entry to the Church was the mark of a 
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seet. But they must beware of the ambiguity of the word 
spiritual . It could not be set in antithesis to “material”. 

1 hey did not know what was spiritual except in so far as it was 
embodied in the material. This was true, for example, of per¬ 
sonality St. Paul said “One Lord, one faith, one baptism,” 

and baptism brought them into the realm of what was 
material. If they were to get on together they must think very 
carefully what they meant when they used such a word as 

spiritual”. They were not getting into a sphere which was 
non-spintual when they got into the sphere of things external 
and material. The word “sacramental” needed rescuing 
from associations derived from mediaeval degradations of the 
sacraments. 

Professor Florovsky said he would like to suggest a 
change of wording in Professor de Zwaan’s paper, where he 
said, The one Church of God is not an institutional but a 
supernatural entity . . .” He would propose the following: 

The one Church of God is not an earthly institution and not a 
human society, but a supernatural reality which is in the process of 
growth towards the world to come in which it will be consummated. 
It is the sphere of action of the risen and ascended Lord all its 
members being in Christ and being knit together by a spiritual or 
charismatic kinship, all their gifts and activities continuing the work 
of Christ by the virtue of the Holy Spirit, originating from Christ and 
being co-ordinated by Him to the final goal. Then the Church will 
appear in the age to come, as the one people of God, as one glorious 
body, as the New Jerusalem.” 

He put “body” deliberately because he did not believe 
that Dr. Flew was right in accusing the whole catholic theology 
of the exaggeration of one single metaphor in St. Paul. Cer¬ 
tainly there were many other metaphors in the New Testa¬ 
ment. Pedantic scholars did not like metaphors, but he did 
not believe that they would find much in the New Testament 
if they neglected everything metaphorical and poetical and 
insisted on prose. Prose was not sufficient for worship. Even 
the Presbyterians in Scotland showed this by their attempts to 
turn the Psalms into verse. 

It was obvious from the historical point of view, as 
Mersch had shown, that from the very beginning this meta¬ 
phor of St. Paul was used by all the prominent leaders and 
teachers of the Church to express the specific character and 
the permanent feature of the new Christian existence. From 
the beginning the Christian conscience and mind did find in 
this metaphor the most adequate slogan to express this new 
feeling, the corporate character of the new Christian existence. 
There was not a great difference between “body of Christ” 
and the other phrases in St. Paul, like “people”, which was 
not only a gathering of citizens, but also a kind of corporate 
being; it was organised unity, and the body of Christ had to 
be translated into our modern language as an organism. It 
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was something in which the multiplicity of members were 
united by one life. 

Bishop Talbot had reminded them that they did not know 
any spiritual reality except as embodied in the material, and 
he would say that they did not know any supernatural reality 
except as revealed in something natural and measurable. The 
new Christian existence, the life of Christ in men, was certainly 
supernatural reality, but it was revealed in human nature, in 
its redemption, healing and sanctification. Here they came 
inevitably to what Professor de Zwaan’s formula seemed to 
try to exclude. So he would suggest the use of the word 
“organism”, since an organism must have some structure or 
it could not exist, and the more highly developed and organised 
it was, the more this was true. The hierarchy was not an 
institution, it was the structural principle inevitably present in 
the organism. Professor de Zwaan’s formula expressed some 
elements in the New Testament teaching, but it excluded 
others. 

Elsewhere Professor de Zwaan went beyond the text of 
the New Testament because of his presuppositions. For 
example, (i) he said that “a Presbyterian cannot admit that in 
matters of the Church any analogy from the Old Testament 
should carry weight.” That could not be accepted from the 
scholarly point of view. St. Augustine said "novum testa- 
mentum in vetere latet, vetus testamentum in novo patet”', 
the old Israel became the new Israel, and he could not agree 
to divorce the New from the Old Testament to support re¬ 
quirements which were not scholarly but confessional, (ii) 
What Professor de Zwaan said about rejecting arguments from 
divine guidance in the history of the Church was inconsistent 
with what he himself had said about the Church being in a 
process of growth towards an eschatological end, and the 
sphere of action of the heavenly Christ, and .could not be 
accepted by Christian scholars. 

Bishop Palmer thought that Professor de Zwaan had 
said a great deal that was very interesting about soma, but he 
had also told them that St. Paul did not speak Greek till he 
was thirty. He did not believe that statement, because he had 
seen many English children speaking Hindustani, and surely 
St. Paul must have spoken Greek at Tarsus. With regard to 
the use of soma, Professor de Zwaan wished them to under¬ 
stand that St. Paul used it in a specifically Greek and not 
Semitic sense although he did not speak Greek till he was 
thirty. 

The real fact to which he wanted to draw their attention 
was one which Professor Florovsky had already made, namely, 
that St. Paul himself explains that what attracted him most in 
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the idea of the body of Christ was this idea of organic unity. 
Where did he get that from? From the words of institution 
which our Lord used at the Last Supper. It came within a 
few chapteis of the record of that in I Corinthians, and he did 
not think it was an invention of St. Paul, but came from his 
meditation on those words. He gave an explanation of those 
words. The cup of blessing which we bless, is it not the 
koinonia of the blood of Christ? The bread which we break, 
is it not the koinonia of the body of Christ?” From that he 
went on to the other lesson: because there is one loaf, we are 
all one body because we all partake of that loaf. Koinonia 
did not only mean partaking but partnership, “This is the new 
covenant in my blood.” This covenant was always a partner¬ 
ship between God and the people: "They shall be my people 
and I will be their God”. The king implied the people, and 
the husband implied the bride. All those were examples of 
koinonia, of^ partnership. He suggested that the word 

partnership was used in the New Testament in a sense more 
nearly akin to its use in Aristotle than many people had 
thought, namely the relationship between two persons each 
one of which contributed something the other had not got to a 
common enterprise with a common object. When St. Paul 
talked about his reception at Jerusalem he said that James 
and Peter and John gave him the right hand of koinonia, of 
partnership, that they should go the one to the gentiles, the 
others to the circumcision. That was the strict classical use 
of the word. 

Now he wanted to speak of the covenant between God and 
man. God wanted man; one may not say why. He first of all 
offered him a relationship based on obedience, as at Sinai. 
Then in Jeremiah He spoke of a new covenant in which the law 
was written in their inward parts. And Jesus, when He made 
the new' covenant in His blood, was He simply making again 
the new covenant of Jeremiah? No, it was a newer one still, 
‘‘Ye shall be my body, and I will be your life”. He gave the 
power of His life with which we could receive anew that body 
of His, whereby we, as St. Augustine said, became what we 
had seen. And that life died and through dying lived, and 
that body was a body of death and life, of life and death, and 
we were all called into this body in order that we might live, 
not as we chose to live, but as dying to live. Christ’s Church 
was the vehicle by which He was helped to redeem by suffer¬ 
ing with those who were lost, by sorrowing with those who 
sinned; that is, the dying body animated by the blood shed, 
but risen. The essence of the Church was not that we wanted 
Him, but that He wanted us in this partnership, "Ye shall be 
my body, and I will be your life”. The life of God through 
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His Son made possible for the first time the fulfilment of the 
old covenant, “They shall be my people and I will be their 
God.” 

Dr. Richards said that he had been immensely benefited 
by the three papers they had heard. He realised the value of 
thorough-going modem scholarship, but recognised also the 
limitations of mere scholarship. They could not solve the 
great issues before them simply by philology or by critical 
historical exegesis of the New Testament. They needed 
something that the Reformers called the testimonium spiritus 
sancti internum. The last speaker had not argued, he had 
told them his point of view, and told them what the essence 
of the Church was, the spiritual substance of the Church, that 
is Jesus Christ, who is our life. Whatever might have been 
his views about the organisation of the Church, he did not put 
them forward but spoke of that koinonia which was per¬ 
manent. The forms through which it exercised its functions 
varied from age to age, and therefore they had Oriental 
Orthodoxy and Roman Catholicism. At the Reformation all 
accepted the Trinity and the Christology of the Nicene Creed; 
the great question in the Reformation which had divided the 
one holy catholic Church and brought forth evangelical 
protestant Christianity was the question of the appropriation 
of salvation by the individual. All the Reformers agreed that 
the source of salvation was God through Christ, but the point 
on which they began to differ was how this salvation was made 
over to the individual. There arose the great controversy in 
Germany between Zwingli and Luther. It was not an accident 
that the controversy was on the question of the sacraments. 
The difference arose on the question of mediation, whether it 
was to be done through sacramental channels, or only by the 
proclamation of the Word. The history of every type of 
Christianity in the word to-day .could be written around that 
point of how the salvation of Jesus Christ was made over to 
the individual, and so came the great issue of what was meant 
by grace. They had discussed this at Lausanne, and seen 
that the decisive thing to be decided was whether grace were 
favor dei or gratia infusa. Luther interpreted Christianity 
not by going back to the texts of St. Paul, but by going 
through the experience of St. Paul, and after five years of 
struggle light broke upon him. Thus he arrived at the mean¬ 
ing of grace as it had never been grasped before in the Church 
since St. Paul. For this reason he had been thrilled by the 
opening sentence of Professor Wahlstrom’s paper. 

In listening to the three papers he felt that they differed 
essentially in the understanding of grace and the way of 
mediation of grace. At Edinburgh they had agreed on Grace, 
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but many of the churches must begin to reconstruct their whole 
method of appropriation if this agreement was to be put into 
action. He wanted to hold out that in Luther they had a 
conception of grace which delivered them from the idea of 
sainthood. Luther made this great statement: simul justus 
simul peccator. There could only be saints where there was 
a certain remnant of freewill, and so there .could be saints in 
Catholicism and pietism, but not in evangelicalism, only for¬ 
given sinners. It was his idea of grace that had enabled 
Luther to handle the scriptures so freely. If only Lutherans 
had always understood Luther! In him the true meaning of 
koinonia was most marvellously grasped. 

He wanted to suggest a series of points for study by Dr. 
Flew’s Commission: source of salvation, appropriation of 
salvation, life of salvation, assurance of salvation and consum¬ 
mation of salvation. They must not seek to convert other 
churches to their point of view, but each church must rise 
above the plane which it had reached by coming closer to the 
glorified Lord. They went back to the written scriptures to 
hear what through the written word the Lord spoke to them in 
their condition, and to express what he revealed to them as a 
koinonia in the twentieth century in new forms better adapted 
for doing the work of the Kingdom than the forms of the third 
and sixth centuries. And this would only be done as they 
came nearer to him and as they were guided by His Spirit. 
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CLOSING SESSION. 

On Wednesday evening, August 23rd, a special session 
was held after dinner for further discussion of the three papers 
by Father Cassian, Professor de Zwaan and Professor Wahl- 
strom. The record of this discussion is contained on pages 
68-73. It had been intended to continue on Thursday, 24th, 
deliberations on the establishment of the Commissions on Ways 
of Worship and Intercommunion, and to consider in greater 
detail Dr. Flew’s proposals for the work of the Commission on 
the Church. 

But towards the close of the discussion on the Wednesday 
night news was brought that the European situation seemed 
so serious as to make it wise to conclude the Committee’s busi¬ 
ness and enable members living in distant countries beyond 
possible war zones to start for home. 

The Chairman put this question to the meeting, and it was 
decided to transact at once the necessary business and adjourn. 

The resolutions previously drafted by the Secretary con¬ 
cerning the establishment and work of the Commissions were 
read to the Committee and agreed to one by one (see page 
22). 

The Chairman expressed the thanks of the Committee to 
St. George’s School for its hospitality, to the Secretary and 
other Officers of the Movement and their staffs, and to Mr. 
Braunschweig for his work as interpreter. Mr. Braunschweig, 
on behalf of the Youth Group expressed their thanks for 
having been allowed to take part in the work of the meeting, 
and the Committee passed a vote of thanks to Pastor Boegner 
for the manner in which he had presided over the meeting as 
its chairman. 

Pastor Boegner briefly replied. 

The Committee then adjourned to the chapel where Pastor 
Boegner led the devotions with which the meeting ended. 
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RESOLUTIONS PASSED. 

x. That the Rev. Professor J. de Zwaan, D.D., the Rev. 
Dr. A. R. Kepler, and the Rev. K. Riches be co-opted to 
membership of the Committee. 

2. That the Rev. Dr. G. W. Richards be appointed Vice- 
Chairman in place of the late Rev. Dr. J. Ross Stevenson. 

3. That the thanks of the Committee be expressed to the 
Rev. Prof. H. Clavier for his services in translating, 
editing and arranging for the publication of the French 
edition of The Second World Conference on Faith and 
Order. 

4. That the existing elected members of the Executive 
Committee be re-elected to serve until the next meeting 
of the Continuation Committee. 

5. That the Treasurer’s Report for the year 1938-9 be 
adopted. 

6. That the thanks of the Committee be tendered to the 
Treasurer, the Acting Treasurer in Europe, and the 
United States Trust Company for their continued services 
during the past year. 

7. That the budget of expenditure for the year 1939-40 
presented by Canon Tatlow on behalf of the Finance Com¬ 

mittee be approved. 
8. That the plans submitted by Dr. Flew and Dr. Richards 

for the conduct of the Commission on the Church and for 
the co-operation of the American Theological Committee 

be approved. 
9. (i) That a Commission be appointed to study Ways of 

Worship. 
(ii) That the terms of reference of this Commission be 

as follows: — 
(a) To study the Ways of Worship characteristic of the 

different Christian traditions with a view to promoting 
growth in mutual understanding among the 

Churches; 
(b) To include a study of the place and function of 

preaching and instruction in Christian worship, and 
to pay attention to non-liturgical as well as liturgical 

traditions of worship; 
fc) To consider not only what are the existing traditions 

in worship, but also the experiments in " liturgical 
creation’ ’ which are being made in oecumenical and 
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similar gatherings and in the Younger Churches, and 
the principles which should inform future develop¬ 
ments in the field of worship; 

(d) To conduct, as it thinks fit, liturgical conferences at 
which members may share by experience in unfamiliar 
forms of worship; 

(e) To issue leaflets explanatory of different traditions of 
worship and to present to the Committee a Report 
embodying the results of the Commission’s work 
which can serve as material for discussion at a future 
World Conference on Faith and Order. 

10. That the Secretary be authorised to arrange for the con¬ 
stitution of the Commission on Ways of Worship by 
appointing a chairman with the approval of the Executive 
Committee, and that the chairman appointed be 
authorised in collaboration with the Secretary to appoint 
the members of the Commission, these appointments to be 
ratified by the Executive Committee. 

11. (i) That a Commission be established to study the sub¬ 
ject of Intercommunion. 

(ii) That the terms of reference of this Commission be 
as follows: — 

(a) To set forth the existing situation as regards the rules 
and customs regulating intercommunion and open 
communion in the different Christian bodies; 

(b) To set forth the grounds on which intercommunion or 
open communion are allowed or disallowed; 

(c) To consider the principles which should govern the 
practice of the oecumenical movement in regard to 
intercommunion and open communion; 

(d) To present to the Committee at its meeting in 1941 a 
Report embodying the results of the Commission’s 
work. 

12. That the Secretary be authorised to arrange for the con¬ 
stitution of the Commission on Intercommunion by 
appointing a chairman with the approval of the Executive 
Committee, and that the chairman appointed be authorised 
in collaboration with the Secretary to appoint the members 
of the Commission, these appointments to be ratified by 
the Executive Committee. 

13. That the next meeting of the Continuation Committee 
be held, if possible, in the summer of 1941, and that the 
Executive Committee be empowered to act on behalf of 
the Continuation Committee in all matters where action is 
required before the Continuation Committee meets again. 
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of England in Canada. 
Rev Dr William Adams Brown, Presbyterian Church in the 

U.S.A. . , 
Pastor F. H. Buse, B.D., Union of the Protestant Evangelical 

Churches of Belgium. 
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Rev. Dr. Samuel McCrea Cavert, Presbyterian Church in the 
U.S.A. 

Prof. Eugene Choisy, D.D., Federation des Eglises Protestantes 
de la Suisse. 

Prof. H. Clavier, Reformed Evangelical Church of France. 

Most Rev. Christophoros, Archbishop of all Albania and 
Metropolitan of Tirana-Durazzo, Orthodox Church of 
Albania. 

Most Rev. Metropolitan Chrysantos of Trebizond, Orthodox 
Church of Greece. 

Rev. J. Harry Cotton, D.D., Presbyterian Church in the U.S.A. 

Rt. Rev. George H. Cranswick, D.D., Bishop of Gippsland, 
Church of England in Australia. 

Commissioner A. G. Cunningham, Salvation Army. 

Rev. J. R. Cunningham, D.D., Presbyterian Church in the 
United States. 

Rev. Principal W. A. Curtis, D.D., D.Litt., Church of Scotland. 

Rev. Principal Richard Davidson, D.D., United Church of 
Canada. 

Most Rev. Dionysios, Metropolitan of Warsaw, Volhynia and 
all Poland, Orthodox Church of Poland. 

Rev. Prof. C. H. Dodd, D.D., Congregational Union of England 
and Wales. 

Rev. Canon J. A. Douglas, Ph.D., Church of England. 

Rev. H. Paul Douglass, D.D., General Council of the Congre¬ 
gational and Christian Churches, U.S.A. 

Rev. Prof. Angus Dun, D.D., Protestant Episcopal Church in 
the U.S.A. 

Most Rev. E. Arthur Dunn, D.D., Archbishop of the West 
Indies, Church of the Province of the West Indies. 

Rev. Edwin R. Errett, D.D., Disciples of Christ in North 
America. 

Rev. William Eveleigh, Methodist Church of South Africa. 

Prof. Dr. Franz Fischer, Evangelical Lutheran Church in 
Austria. 

Rev. Bishop C. W. Flint, D.D., The Methodist Church, U.S.A. 

Rev. Jesse D. Franks, D.D., Southern Baptist Convention, 
U.S.A. 

Rt. Rev. Bishop H. Fuglsang-Damgaard, D.D., Church of 
Denmark. 

Pastor D. N. Furnajieff, Evangelical Churches of Bulgaria. 
Rev. J. Bruce Gardiner, D.D., Presbyterian Church of South 

Africa. 
Dr. Alfred C. Garrett, Society of Friends in America. 

Rev. W. E. Garrison, D.D., Disciples of Christ in North 
America. 

Rev. Bishop S. L. Greene, D.D., African Methodist Episcopal 
Church, U.S.A. 

Rev. W. H. Greever, D.D., United Lutheran Church in 
America. 

Most Rev. John A. F. Gregg, Archbishop of Dublin, Church of 
Ireland. 

Most Rev. Dr. T. Griinberg, Archbishop of Latvia, Evangelical 
Lutheran Church of Latvia. 

Rev. E. G. Gulin, D.D., Lutheran Church of Finland. 

Rev. E. J. Hagan, O.B.E., D.D., Church of Scotland. 

Rev. Prof. R. R. Hartford, Church of Ireland. 
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Rt. Rev. Arthur C. Headlam, D.D., Bishop of Gloucester, 
Church of England. 

Carl Heath, Society of Friends of Great Britain. 

Rt. Rev. F. C. N. Hicks, D.D., Bishop of Lincoln, Church of 
England. 

Rev. E. K. Higdon, B.D., Disciples of Christ of the Philippines. 

Konsistorialrat D. Hildt, United Evangelical Church of Poland. 

Rev. Bishop Ivan Lee Holt, D.D., The Methodist Church, 
U.S.A. 

Rev. Dr. J. T. Hornsby, Congregational Union of Scotland. 
Rev. Douglas Horton, D.D., General Council of the Congre¬ 

gational and Christian Churches, U.S.A. 
Hon. Alanson B. Houghton, Protestant Episcopal Church, 

U.S.A. 

Rev. Prof. J. L. Hromadka, Ph.D., Czech Brethren Evangelical 
Church. 

Most Rev. Archbishop Mattheos Indjeian, LL.D., D.D., 
Apostolic Church of Armenia. 

Rt. Rev. Irenaus, D.D., Bishop of Novi Sad, Orthodox Church 
of Serbia. 

Archpriest John Janson, Orthodox Church of Latvia. 
Ven. James Alexander Jermyn, B.A., Church of the Province 

of New Zealand. 
Rev. A. Wellesley Jones, B.D., Presbyterian Church in Wales. 
Rev. Edgar DeWitt Jones, D.D., Disciples of Christ in North 

America. 
Prof. Andre Jundt, D.Th., Evangelical Lutheran Church of 

France. 
Prof. D. Adolf Keller, D.D., Swiss Church Federation. 
Rev. A. R. Kepler, D.D., Church of Christ in China. 
Rev. Bishop Paul B. Kern, D.D., The Methodist Church, U.S.A. 
Rt. Rev. Bishop Dr. Adolf Kiiry, Old Catholic Churches. 
Prof. Atkinson Lee, M.A., The Methodist Church of Great 

Britain. 
Rt. Rev. Bishop A. Lehtonen, Dr. Theol., Lutheran Church of 

Finland. 
Rev. Henry S. Leiper, D.D., General Council of the Congre¬ 

gational and Christian Churches, U.S.A. 
Most Rev. Metropolitan Leontios of Paphos, Orthodox Church 

of Greece. r ^ _ . . . 
C. T. Le Quesne, K.C., Baptist Union of Great Britain and 

Rev. Prof. Timothy Tingfang Lew, Ph.D., North China Kung- 

Li-Hui. . 
Dr William B. Lipphard, Northern Baptist Convention, U.S.A. 
Rev. W. F. Lofthouse, D.D., The Methodist Church of Great 

Britain. . , , 
C J Lucas M A. L.T., South India United Church. 
Rev.'Canon ’ibrahim Luka, Egyptian Orthodox (Coptic) Church. 

Rev. Bishop F. J. McConnell, D.D., The Methodist Church, 

U.S.A. , , . T , , 
Rev Alexander McCrea, Methodist Church m Ireland. 
Rev. Dr. A. J. Macdonald, Church of England. 
Very Rev. R. G. Macintyre, C.M.G.. O.B.E., D.D., Presby¬ 

terian Church in Australia. ,. 
Rev. J. McKenzie, D.D., United Church of North India. 
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Rev. Homer McMillan, LL.D., Presbyterian Church in the 
United States. 

Prof. Adalbert Maksay, Reformed Church of Transylvania. 
Rt. Rev. William T. Manning, D.D., Protestant Episcopal 

Church in the U.S.A. 
Rev. Prof. William Manson, D.D., Church of Scotland. 

Very Rev. Provost W. J. Margetson, Episcopal Church in 
Scotland. 

Rev. Hugh Martin, M.A., Baptist Union of Great Britain and 
Ireland. 

Prof. Fernand Menegoz, Dr. Theol., Church of the Confession 
of Augsburg in Alsace and Lorraine. 

Pastor Charles Merle d’Aubigne, D.D., The Reformed Church 
of France. 

Ven. Archdeacon Alfred E. Monahan, M.A., Church in Wales. 

Pastor Wilfred Monod, The Reformed Church of France. 
Rev. Charles Clayton Morrison, D.D., Disciples of Christ in 

North America. 
Dr. John R. Mott, The Methodist Church, U.S.A. 

Rev. Epaminondas Moura, Methodist Church of Brazil. 

Rev. Lewis S. Mudge, D.D., LL.D., Presbyterian Church in the 
U.S.A. 

Most Rev. Nicolas, Metropolitan of Aksoum, Orthodox 
Patriarchate of Alexandria. 

Rev. Paul Susumu Nishida, Kumiai Churches in Japan. 
Prof. Jens Norregaard, D.D., Church of Denmark. 
Rt. Rev. Bishop G. Ashton Oldham, D.D., Protestant Episcopal 

Church in the U.S.A. 

Bishop Dr. Samuel Osusky, Evangelical Church in Slovakia, 
Augsburg Confession. 

Most Rev. D. T. Owen, D.D., Archbishop of Toronto and 
Primate of all Canada, Church of England in Canada. 

Rev. George L. Paik, Ph.D., Presbyterian Church of Korea. 
Rt. Rev. Bishop Edwin James Palmer, D.D., Church of 

England. 
Most Rev. Archbishop Panteleimon of Neapolis, Greek Orthodox 

Patriarchate of Jerusalem. 

Rt. Rev. Bishop Edward L. Parsons, D.D., Protestant Episcopal 
Church in the U.S.A. 

Rev. William Paton, Presbyterian Church of England. 

Rev. Albert Peel, D.Litt., Congregational Union of England and 
Wales. 

Rt. Rev. Bishop James de Wolf Perry, D.D., Protestant 
Episcopal Church in the U.S.A. 

Rev. Harold C. Phillips, D.D., Northern Baptist Convention, 
U.S.A. 

Very Rev. George C. Pidgeon, M.A., D.D., United Church of 
Canada. 

Rev. Pascoal L. Pitta, Presbyterian Church in Brazil. 

Prof. D. Dr. Karoly Prohle, Evangelical Lutheran Church in 
Hungary. 

Rt. Rev. Bishop D. H. B. Rahamagi, Evangelical Lutheran 
Church of Esthonia. 

Rev. H. W. Rennison, Church of Ireland. 
Rev. Kenneth Riches, Church of England. 
Very Rev. Richard Roberts, D.D., D.Litt, United Church of 

Canada. 
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PrmGrPeaa1t^n1ta” Robinson. M.A., D.D., Churches of Christ in 

DrV'Elbfrtr R, R°“igi D:D ' Reformed Church in America. 

’Years'1 Meeting). S°C'ety °f Friends in the U-S-A. (Five 

Dr' Netherlands51’ Evangelical Lutheran Church of the 

Rev. J. S. Rutherford, M.A., Presbyterian Church in Ireland 

PastorVTeanSd°ePqPaUl Sasaki- D'D'’ Nippon Sei Kokwab Pastor Jean de Saussure, Swiss Church Federation. 

Church^u's^65 C' Selecman> DD-> The Methodist 

Rt. Rev Bishop Seraphim, Russian Orthodox Church in Exile. 

15 thrEaUst,eAslyri!a“orthoXnCh^kCath°liCOS Patriarch of 

D'*5.2'. c°w 
f/°f'vD',ErnSt Staehelin. Swiss Church Federation. 
Mrs E. /C Stebbins, Protestant Episcopal Church in the U.S'A 

"i’SM Th D- Rri™d 
M°SlfRRV'iStei?han’ D'D'’ Archbish°p of Sofia, Orthodox Church or rSulgaria. 

Rt. Rev. Bishop George Craig Stewart, D.D., Protestant 
Episcopal Church in the U.S.A. 

Rt. Rev. Bishop J. N. Storen, D.D., Church of Norway. 

Rev. Herman F Swartz, D.D., General Council of the Congre¬ 
gational and Christian Churches USA 

Rt. Rev. Bishop N. S. Talbot, D.D., M.C., Church of England 
Rt. Rev. Mar Theodosius, O.I.C., Orthodox Church of Malabar 
Rev J. S. Ladd Thomas, D.D., The Methodist Church, U.S A 
Rrof. Bela de Vasady, D.D., Reformed Church of Hungary. 
Rev. Epigmenio Velasco, Methodist Church of Mexico. 
Dr. W. A. Visser ’t Hooft, Swiss Church Federation. 
Rev. A. L. Warnshuis, D.D., Reformed Church in America. 
Rev. Alan C. Watson, Presbyterian Church of New Zealand. 
Dr. Francis Wei, Chung Hua Sheng Kung Hui. 
Rev. A. R. Wentz, Ph.D., D.D., United Lutheran Church in 

America. 
Prof. Joseph T. Wigham, M.D., Society of Friends in Ireland. 
Rev. F. Luke Wiseman, D.D., The Methodist Church of Great 

Britain. 

Rt. Rev. Edward S. Woods, D.D., Bishop of Lichfield, Church 
of England. 

Rev. Chukichi Yasuda, Church of the United Brethren of Japan. 
Prof. Dr. J. de Zwaan. Reformed Church of the Netherlands. 

Together with 

Eight Representatives of the German Evangelical Church not 
yet appointed. 

One nominee of the Patriarch of the Orthodox Church of 
Rumania. 
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EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE. 

Ex-officio Members. 

Most Rev. William Temple, D.D., Archbishop of York, Chair¬ 
man, 

The Rt. Rev. Bishop Aulen, Pastor Marc Boegner, Rev. Dr. 
A. E. Garvie, The Most Rev. Archbishop Germanos, 

Rev. Dr. G. W. Richards, Vice-Chairmen. 
DR. John H. MacCracken, Chairman of the Finance Committee. 

Hon. Alanson B. Houghton, Treasurer. 
Rev. Canon Tatlow, D.D., Acting Treasurer in England.. 
Rev. Dr. L. Hodgson, Theological and General Secretary. 
Rev. Dr. F. W. Tomkins, Associate Secretary in America. 
Rev. Dr. R. Newton Flew, Chairman of the Commission on 

The Church. 
Elected Members. 

Rev. M. E. 'Aubrey. 

Baron v. Boetzelaer v. Dubbeldam. 

Rt. Rev. Bishop Fuglsang-Damgaard. 

Rev. E. J. Hagan, D.D. 

Rt. Rev. Bishop Irenaus of Novi Sad. 

Dr. A. R. Wentz. 

A Member of the German Evangelical Church not yet appointed 

Coopted Members. 

Rt. Rev. Bishop G. Craig Stewart. 

Dr. W. A. Visser ’t Hooft. 

FINANCE COMMITTEE. 

Dr. John H. MacCracken, Chairman. 

Hon. Alanson B. Houghton. Treasurer. 

Rev. Canon Tatlow, D.D., Acting Treasurer in England. 

Frank A. Horne. 

Lewis B. Franklin, LL.D. 

COMMISSION ON THE STUDY OF “ THE CHURCH.” 

Chairman -. Rev. Dr. R. Newton Flew. 

Secretary: Rev. Kenneth Riches. 

AMERICAN THEOLOGICAL COMMITTEE. 

Chairman Rev. G. W. Richards, D.D. 

Secretary. Professor F. W. Loetscher, D.D. 

COMMISSION ON THE STUDY OF WAYS OF 
WORSHIP. 

Chairman : 
Secretary : 

COMMISSION ON THE STUDY OF 
INTERCOMMUNION. 

Chairman \ 

Secretary -. 

82 



LIST OF PUBLICATIONS. 

The following publications may be obtained, without 
charge, from the Secretariat at Christ Church, Oxford, 
England, or ill Fifth Avenue, New York City, U.S.A. 
No. 

55- Reports of the Lausanne Conference. 1927. 
66. The Theology of Grace : Report of the Committee of 

Theologians. 1931. 

81. Report of Commission III on the Ministry and 
Sacraments. 1937. 

82. Report I of Commission IV on the Meanings of 
Unity. (Price, is.; 40 cts.) 

83. Report II of Commission IV on the Communion of 
Saints. (Price, is.; 40 cts.) 

84. Report III of Commission IV on Non-Theological 
Factors in the Making and Un-Making of 
Church Union. (Price, is.; 40 cts.) 

85. Report V of Commission IV on Next Steps on the 

Road to a United Church. (Price, is.; 40 cts.) 
86. Questions Proposed for Discussion by Section IV 

of the 1937 (Edinburgh) World Conference. 
87. Report of Commission II on the Church of Christ 

and the Word of God. 
88. Notes for the Use of Section I of the Edinburgh 

(1937) Conference. 
89. Who’s Who at Edingburgh. 1937. 
90. Report of the Edinburgh Conference. 1937. 
91. The 1938 Meeting of the Continuation 

Committee. 

The following may be ordered through any bookseller : 

Faith and Order: Proceedings of the World Con¬ 
ference, LAUSANNE, August 3-21, 1927. London- 
Student Christian Movement Press. Price, 4s. (In 
America copies may be obtained from The World Con¬ 
ference Secretariat, 111 Fifth Avenue, New York. 
Price, $1.50.) 

The Doctrine of Grace. Edited by W. T. Whitley, 
LL.D. London: Student Christian Movement Press; 
New York : The Macmillan Company. Price, 15s. ; $4.50. 

Convictions : A Selection from the Responses of the 
Churches to the Report of the World Conference 



on Faith and Order. Edited by the Rev. Leonard 
Hodgson with the assistance of the Very Rev. H. N. Bate 
and Ralph W. Brown. London : Student Christian 
Movement Press; New York: The Macmillan Company. 

Price, 8s. 6d.; $3. 

The Ministry and the Sacraments. Report of the Theo¬ 
logical Commission appointed by the Continuation 
Committee of the Faith and Order Movement under the 
Chairmanship of the Rt. Rev. A. C. Headlam, Ch., D.D., 
Bishop of Gloucester. Edited by the Rev. Rodenc 
Dunkerley, B.D., Ph.F). London : Student Christian 

Movement Press. Price, 18s. 

A Decade of Objective Progress in Church Unity, 
1927-1936, Report No. 4 of the Commission on the 
Church’s Unity in Life and Worship. H. Paul Douglass, 
D.D. New York : Harper & Brothers. $1.50. 

Die Kirche Christi und Das Wort Gottes, Studienbuch 
der 2. Theologischen Kommission. Herausgegeben 
von Generalsuperintendent D. Zoellner, Berlin, und 
Professor D.Dr. Stahlin, Miinster. Furcheverlag. Kauf- 

preis RM. 4.0. 

Das Gottliche Geheimnis. Von Professor D.Dr. Wilhelm 
Stahlin, Munster. Johannes Stadauverlag, Kassel. 

Kaufpreis RM. 2.80. 

The Mystery of God. Wilhelm Stahlin. (A translation 
of the above.) Student Christian Movement Press. 

London : 7s. 6d. 

The Second World Conference on Faith and Order, 
Edinburgh, 1937. Edited by Leonard Hodgson. 
London : Student Christian Movement Press; New 
York: The Macmillan Company. Price, 10s. 6d.; $2.50. 

FOI ET CONSTITUTION, Actes officiels de la Deuxieme 
Conference Universelle, Edimbourg, 3-18 aout 1937- 
Version frangaise par Henri Clavier. Librairie 
Fischbacher, Paris, .1939. Prix 60 frs. 

Printed at Chatham, England, by Parrett & Neves, Ltd., 30, High Street. 



MINUTES 
of tho 

Joint Meeting of the American Sections 
of the 

Universal Christian Council for Life and Work 
and the 

World Conference on Faith and Order 

October 4, 1939 - 11:30 A. M. - 3:45 P. M. 
Gramercy Park Hotel, New York, N. Y. 

Those present were: 

Members of the Sections Robert A. Ashworth, Henry A. Atkinson, Roswell P. Barnes, 

A» J. C. Bond, Edward C. Boynton, Arthur J. Brown, 
William Adams Brown, Eleanor Kent Browne, Samuel McCrea Cavert, E. T. Colton, 
Jilizabeth B. Cotton, William Horace Day, Paul de Schweinitz, H. Paul Douglass, 
Paul D. Eddy, Deane Edwards, Edwin R. Errett, Antonia H. Froondt, Theodore A. 
Greene, Ivan Lee Holt, Mrs. Grrin R. Judd, Henry Smith Leipcr, Samuel McCune Lindsay, 
Rhoda McCulloch, John H. IJacCracken, Charles S. Macfarland, Oscar Maddaus, Kenneth 
D. Miller, John R. Mott, Lewis Seymour Mudge, Morgan P. Noyes, James de Wolf Perry, 
Mrs. Henry Hill Pierce, George W. Richards, Mrs. Edwin Allen Stebbins, George 
Stewart, C. H. Tobias, Floyd. W. Tomkins, Charles V. Vickrey, A. L. Warnshuis, 
M. R. Zigler, Samuel T. Zwerner. 

C-uests Charlotte H. Adams, Robert W* Anthony, Mrs. Harold Arrowsmith, Edgar H. S. 
Chandler, Rev. and Mrs. Russell J. Clinchy, Mrs. Henry S. Coffin, Mrs. 

James C. Colgate, Mrs. B. F. Crawford, John Currie, Mark Dawber, Mrs. Olive Dutcher 
Doggett, Carolyn S. Frey, David P. Gaines, Roy M. Houghton, Basil Kusiw, William W. 
Leete, Roy J. McCorkel, Paul G. Macy, J. Quinter Miller, Miss A. J. G. Perkins, 
Countess de Pierrefeu,. John H. Powell, Henry H. Ranck, Anna H. Rohde, George T. 
Scott, Anson Phelps Stokos, J. Garland Waggoner, R. Norris Wilson. 

The meeting was opened with prayer, using "The Form of Prayer for use in Time of 
War", lead by Dr. Morgan P. Noyes. 

Election of Chairman Because of the death of the chairmen, Dr. J. Ross Stevenson, 

on August 13, 1939, the meeting was called to order by 
Dr. Leiper as secretary. Dr. William Adams Brown was nominated to fill the vacant 
office of Chairman of the Joint Executive Committee, There were no other nominations, 
and a vote being called for, Dr. Brown was unanimously elected, and took the chair. 

Election of Secretaries On motion, Dr. Henry Smith Leiper was re-elected Secretary 

of the Joint Executive Committee, and Dr. Floyd W. Tomkins 
and the Rev. Paul G. Macy as Associate Secretaries. 

Resolution on the Death of At the suggestion of Dr. Brown, the meeting adopted as 
Dr. J. Ross Stevenson the expression of the deep sense of loss in the death 

of Dr. J. Ross Stevenson, the memorial resolution 
previously adopted by the Faith and Order Section, as follows: 

With thankfulness to God for his example and leadership in the cause of 
Christian unity, we record our sorrow at the death of J. Ross Stevenson, Doctor of 
Divinity, and President-emeritus of Princeton Theological Seminary, the honored 
chairman for many years of the American Section of the Faith and Order Continuation 
Committee and Vice Chairman for some years of the American Section of the Universal 
Christian Council. 
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To recount his services to the World Conference on Faith and Order is to 
recount the history of that movement since its early days. A delegate to tho first 
World Conference, at Lausanne in 192V, ho was made a Vice Chairman of its 
Continuation Committee. On the doath of Bishop Brent he became the chairman of its 
Business Committee which was at that time tho directing body of the movement, and 
whon the new Executive Committee was formed with its headquarters in England he 
continued to be the representative on it of the American Churches. Meanwhile under 
his leadership the work in this country was more definitely organized, and the 
American Section becamo an important factor in the work of study and cf active 
preparation for the second World Conference. 

When that Conference met at Edinburgh, in 1937, he was one of its Vice 
Presidents, and also was made chairman of the special committee to which was 
referred the proposal for a World Council of Churches. It was a remarkable 
committee, including in its membership all those who felt objections to the 
proposal, and its meetings were lengthy. But through his wise counsel and skillful 
guidance the report which that committee later presented to the whole Conference 
won unanimous acceptance, and laid the foundations on which have since-been built 
the present plans for the Council. 

Dr. Stevenson was made a member of the Committee of Fourteen, charged with 
completing the details of the plan and submitting it to the Churches. He took part 
in tho Utrecht meeting in May 1938 which drafted the constitution for the Council, 
and he became a member of the Provisional Committee. In January 1939, at great 
cost to his health, he crossed the ocean to attend the meeting of that Provisional 
Committee. Meanwhile, in America, he was chosen chairman of the Joint Executive 
Committee of the American Sections of Faith and Order and of Life and Work, and up 
to his last illness gave active leadership in the rapidly growing program of co¬ 

operation. 

This brief record takes no account of his work for unity through the Department 
of Church Cooperation and Union of the Presbyterian Church in the U.S.A. of which 
he was chairman; nor of his many other contributions both as trusted leader in his 
own Church and as a theologian honored in all the Churches. 

We praise God for his life and work, and in our sorrow at his going from us 
we yet rejoice that God in His love has called him into the enjoyment of that unity 

with Him and with His saints which is the bliss of heaven. 

Joint Executive Committee Dr. Brown gave an account of the work done by the 
Executive Committee during the past yoar. He introduced 

the Rev. Paul G. Macy, who was appointed Secretary for Promotion and Education last 
July, and has boon responsible for securing financial support. The Committee met 
regularly throughout the year. In the interest of the World Council of Churches it 
issued several publications, arranged for meetings and speakers, and set up "Friends 
of the World Council," membership in which is open to members of all churches. 

Dr. Basil ICusiw The Secretary announced that Dr. Basil Kusiw, Superintendent of 
the Ukrainian Evangelical Church, was present as a visitor, and 

suggested that a resolution be adopted expressing to him and his people the 
sympathy of the meeting in view of the disaster that had befallen them. A 
committee was appointed to draft the resolution. 

Administrative Committee of Dr. Mott reported on the meeting of the Administrative 
World Council of Churches Committee of the World Council's Provisional 

Committee at Zeist, Holland, in July. The Committee 

voted to hold the first Assembly of the World Council of Churches in September,1941. 



-3- 

It was agreed that the meeting should be held in America if an official invitation 
were extended by the North American Churches. It was suggested that the general 
theme of tho meeting should be "The Witness of Christianity for the World of Today." 
It was reported that fifty churches had already accepted the invitation to become 
members of tho World Council. Efforts were being made to maintain German partici¬ 
pation in the work of the Provisional Committee. 

Dr. Leiper spoke of the favorable action taken at the meeting with regard to 
the plans for emphasizing evangelism through an Ecumenical Preaching Mission. 

VOTED: To ask the Executive Committee to arrange for the extending of an 

invitation to hold the first meeting of the World Council of Churches 
in America, and to consider the necessary arrangements for such a 
meeting. 

Special activities at Geneva Dr. Leiper spoke of the Provisional Committee's 

plans for youth work and for refugees. He commended 
especially the able work of Mr. R. H. Edwin Espy in arranging and carrying through 
the World Conference for Christian Youth at Amsterdam in July, and also the work 
of Dr. Adolf Freudenberg, recently appointed as Secretary for Refugee Work of the 
Provisional Committee. The work for refugees and for prisoners of war will make 
necessary the raising of additional funds, over and above the budget. 

Study Department In the absence of the Chairman, Dr. Van Dusen, the Secretary 
presented the following report: 

Two special meetings for study had been held, one at York on the subject of 
The Christian Ethos, and one at Geneva on The Churches and the International Crisis. 
The general plans for study were continued along the lines of the four main subjects 
and tho co-operation secured of some four hundred scholars throughout the world, 
including New Zealand, Australia, and the Far East, It is planned to concentrate 
on two main points: The Church’s Function, and the Christian Basis for a just and 
lasting Peace. Members of this Committee are welcome to participate in the 
studies. 

Co-operation between the Dr. Atkinson reported that a meeting of representatives 
World Council and the appointed by the Provisional Committee and 
World Alliance ^ by the World Alliance, held 

in Geneva this summer, discussed matters of common 
interest. It was agreed to share expenses of publications, to bring youth groups 
into closer co-operation, and in dealing with the problem of refugees to co-operate 
with all agencies in that field. 

At 12:50 p.m. the meeting adjourned for luncheon, and resumed its business at 
the luncheon table. 

Conference at Geneva on the Churches Mr. Roswell Barnes gave an account of the 
and the International Crisis conference of lay experts and church leaders 

convened at Geneva in July by the Provisional 
Committee in cooperation with the World Alliance. No publicity was given to the 
meeting, for that would have prevented the attendance of representatives from some 
countries of Europe and of Asia. There were eleven present from America, and about 
half the members were laymen with wide experience in international negotiations on 
economic and other questions. The meeting drew up a statement which it referred to 
tho Administrative Committee at Zeist, and that Committee sent it out to the 
Churches for study and action. 
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Bishop Holt, as a member of the conforenco, spoke of its background and 
significance, giving credit to Mr. Barnes for Ms successful efforts in setting it 
up. For six days, national barriers were transcended in Christian thinking about 
the present tensions and conflicts of national interests. The statement prepared 
was in three parts: (1) Presuppositions, (2) Application of Christian Principles to 
the International Order, (3) Tasks for the Churches and for Individual Christians 
in the event of War. 

Mr. Barnes reported that orders for 10,000 copies of the Statement had already 
been received, many of them for study in local churches and groups. The central 
office in Canada had mailed 1600 copies to ministers in that country. Translations 
had been made and circulated in the countries of Europe. He spoke of the efforts 
to maintain spiritual fellowship between the Churches by deputations from neutral 
countries, and urged that Christians in America should try at least to keep up 
correspondence with churchmen in the countries at war. 

Ecumenical Interest in The Rev. Roy McCorkel reported on his work as Secretary 
Theological Seminaries for Theological Seminaries, In connection with the 

Amsterdam Conferenco he had taken a group of 25 
theological students from all parts of this country to Europe for the purpose of 
observing the wider work of the Church abroad. He felt that the members of this 
group had come back with an enthusiasm for the ecumenical ideal that would produce 
great results in the coming year. A series of inter-seminary conferences was 
being planned to bring their message to students in all seminaries. 

Dr. Leiper spoke of the immediate need of printing a preliminary report of the 
Amsterdam Conference. 

VOTED: To refer to the Joint Executive Committee the proposal to prepare 
and print a preliminary report on the Amsterdam Conference. 

The Clarens .Meeting of Dr. Richards gave a report on the Faith and Order 
Faith and Order Continuation Committee meeting at Clarens in August. It 

had decided to appoint two new commissions, one on Inter¬ 
communion and one on Ways of Worship. General approval had been given to the plans 
of the commission previously appointed on the subject of The Church, which proposed 
to divide its studies into four parts: The Biblical basis; Historical develop¬ 
ment; Present day teaching; Constructive proposals. There had been a good attend¬ 
ance, and though tho meeting was cut short by the news of mobilization it had 
succeeded in completing all its business, and had devoted two days to hearing and 
discussing three papers on "The New Testament Doctrine of the Church" by theo¬ 
logians of the Orthodox, Reformed, and Lutheran Churches. 

Cooperation between the World Dr. Warnshuis reported on the work of the Inter- 
Council and the International national Missionary Council and its relation to 
Missionary Council the proposed World Council of Churches. He ex¬ 

plained that it is intended to relate the younger 
Churches of Latin America, Asia, Africa, and the Pacific Islands, not only to the 
International Missionary Council but directly to the World Council. A liaison 
committee of the two organizations has been appointed, and Dr. William Paton has 
been released part time by the International Missionary Council to the Secretariat 
of the World Council of Churches. 

The Refugee Problem and Miss Froendt reported on the refugee problem and the 
The Central Bureau work of the Central Bureau. She said that the Bureau 

had not yet formulated a program to meet the war 
situation, as they had not completed their work for the refugees from Spain and 
from Germany. The Polish Evangelical Church which was making such hopeful progress 



-5- 

had been scattered by the German invasion. She implored those present to keep the 
ecumenical spirit alive in their communities by continuing to send help to the 
distressed Churches of Europe. 

Dr. Anthony gave a brief report on the work of the Waldensian Aid Society and 
the celebration at Balziglia of the 250th anniversary of "The Glorious Return" of 
the Waldonses to their homeland. 

Dr. A. J. Brown strongly commended the pamphlet, "Over There With the Churches 
of Christ" written by Miss Froondt. Miss Froendt announced that the completed 
report would be in the hands of all of those present within a short time. 

Resolution presented to Miss Froendt read the resolution which she and Dr. Mott 
Dr. Basil Kusiw had been requested to draw up at the morning session. 

It was adopted, as follows: 

With full hearts wo,. the members of the Joint Meeting of the American 
Sections of tho Universal Christian Council for Life and Work and of the 
World Conference on Faith and Order, recognize the presence among us of 
our beloved brother in Christ, the Rev. Basil Kusiw, Superintendent of the 
Ukrainian Evangelical Church, and we would express to him and through him 
to his unhappy and oppressed people our profound sympathy in view of the 
great disaster which has befallen the members of his communion. We assure 
him and them of our prayerful interest and concern. We pray God that peace 
may be established in justice and righteousness and that the Ukrainian 
Evangelical Church may be preserved. 

Dr. Kusiw accepted the resolution with heartfelt thanks. 

Discussion of Financial Plans Dr. MacCracken spoke of the financial plans of the 

Joint Executive Committee, calling attention to the 
analysis on page two of the Christian Unity Fund Financial Report for 1938 showing 
that 2,270 individuals, 107 local churches, 19 denominations, and 25 other organ- 
zations had given a total of $58,704.94. This result, however, had been secured 
only by counting all contributions through March 1939. Receipts for the 1939 
budget are $9,000 short of the amount needed to date. He felt that there must be 
more individuals and individual churches that are interested and would give to the 
movement. The budget for this year is $50,000. Canada hot/ has its own committee 
and makes its contributions direct to Geneva, so its receipts and expenditures are 
not included in the Committee's budget. 

Dr. Mudge said that the gifts of individuals and local churches were of course 
needed, but he thought that official appropriations from the Churches themselves 
should be largely increased, and that the responsibility for this should be felt 
by every member of the Sections. 

Ir. Macy reported on the work of the cooperating committees in key cities, 
including Chicago, Philadelphia and Washington. Rochester has given assurance that 
they will secure $1000. He hopes to start a committee in Milwaukee, and during 
a two week's trip to the Lliddlewest he will organize committees in Minneapolis and 
Saint Paul and will contact individuals and committees already set up in 
Cincinnati, Colunbus, Cleveland, Detroit, and Chicago. 

Message of Fellowship The suggestion was nado that a message ba sent to the 
Churches in Europe, expressing our faith in the unbroken 

fellowship of the Christian Community. Also that a day might be fixed for the 
world-wido observance of the Lord's Supper in all Churches as a bond of fellowship 
with Christians everywhere. The first Sunday in October might be an appropriate 
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time. 

VOTED: To refer those suggestions to the Joint Executive Committee. 

Dr.Leiper, referring to the published report that Dr. Martin NiemSller had 
offered his services as a submarine commander to the Gorman government, read the 
following excerpt from a letter which he had recently received from the Rev. Ewart 
Edmund Turner, former pastor of the American Church in Berlin: "In one of the 
three visits I had in tho Nionoller parsonage this August, Erau Nionoller told me 
that her husband, whom she had just seen at Alexanderplatz Police Station, where 
he is brought by auto from Sachsenhausen when he visits his wife, inquired if his 
mobilization orders had been received. She stated that he would answer the call 
to the colors if such were issued.Concerning this coneone said to rae 
regretfully, 'My idol has clay feet.' My reply was, 'Only one clay foot—and that 
was always clay.' The other foot, his loyalty to Christ even to the price of 
martyrdom, is a good foot. For me, Martin Nienoller is what he always was: one 
of God's choicest warriors, plagued by blind spots common to historic Christianity, 
but according to his light a defender of the faith." 

Report on Christendom Dr. Douglass reported on the status of Christendom. He 
called special attention to the index and the excellent 

list of books contained in the Autumn issue. He said that there were now about 
1950 paid subscribers and that they had lost about 200. The free list has been 
kept to a minimum. The Editorial Board has collaborated with him very helpfully. 

Plans for Joint Meeting Dr. Leiper said that plans were being made to hold a 
with Canada joint meeting of the North American Committee, represent¬ 

ing the American and Canadian Churches in Rochester, 
probably on the 15th of November. 

"See These Banners Go" Dr. Leiper called attention to the book, "See These Banners 
Go", which has been published in a popular edition at 80 

cents a copy, telling the story of nine American Churches. It is designed for lay 
people, to give them a vivid and sympathetic picture of their neighbor Churches, 
and it should be widely read.™ 

Dr. Leiper reported that letters recently received from Dr. Visser 't Hooft 
in Geneva had asked our help in providing an emergency fund to meet the calls for 
special service arising from the war. It was agreed that every effort should be 
made to raise extra funds for this purpose, beyond tho amount already pledged. 

The meeting adjourned at 3:45 P.U. 

Carolyn S. Frey, Scribe 



MINUTES 

Mooting of the American Section 
of the 

Universal Christian Council for Life and Work 

10:30-11:00 A.M. - October 4, 1939 
Gramercy Park Hotel, Now York 

Present: Robert A. Ashworth, Henry A. Atkinson, Roswoll P. Barnes, A. J. C. Bond, 
Edward C. Boynton, Arthur J. Brown, William Adams Brown, Eleanor Kent 
Browne, E. T. Colton, William Horace Day, Paul de Schweinitz, H. Paul 
Douglass, Deane Edwards, Antonia H. Froendt, Theodore A. Grocne, Ivan 
Lee Holt, Mrs. Orrin R. Judd, Henry Smith Leiper, Charles S. Macfarland, 
Kenneth D. Miller, John R. Ivfott, Lewis S. Mudge, Morgan P. Noyes, James 
deWolf Perry, Mrs. Henry Hill Pierce, George W. Richards, George Stewart, 
C. H, Tobias, Floyd W. Tomkins, Charles V. Vickrey, A. L. Warnshuis, 
M. R. Zigler, Samuel Zwemer. 

Guests: Charlotte Adams, Robert W. Anthony, Edgar H. Chandler, 
Rev. and Mrs. Russell J. Clinchy, Mrs. Benjamin F. Crawford, 

Mrs. Olive Dutcher Doggett, David P. Gaines, Basil Kusiw, Roy J. 
McCorkel, John H. MacCracken, Paul G. Macy, Countess de Pierrefeu, 
Miss A. J. G. Perkins, Henry H. Ranck, Anson Phelps Stokes, J. Garland 
Waggoner, R. Norris Wilson. 

In the absence of Dr. William Adams Brown, Dr. Arthur J. Brown presided at 
the opening of the meeting. 

Prayer was offered by Dr. Bond. 

VOTED: To approve the Minutes of the previous meeting as circulated. 

The Executive Secretary read the names of the officers of the Section whose 
term of office expired at this time. 

Chairman... 
Vice-Chairman...... 
Executive Secretary 
Assistant Secretary 
Treasurer. 

It was unanimously 

VOTED: To re-elect the present officers of the Section. 

The Chairman pronounced a brief but impressive eulogy on the life and work of 
the late' Dr. J. Ross Stevenson, Vice-Chairman of the Universal Christian Council. 

VOTED: To make our own and to spread upon these minutes the Resolution 
(in substance) prepared by the American Section of Faith and Order, as 
follows: 

With thankfulness to God for his example and leadership in the cause of 
Christian unity, we record our sorrow at the death of J. Ross Stevenson, Doctor of 
Divinity, and President-emeritus of Princeton Theological Seminary, the vice 

William Adams Brown 
Lynn Harold Hough 
Henry Smith Leiper 
Eleanor Kent Browne 
Richard B. Scandrett 
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chairman for some years of the American Section of the Universal Christian Council, 

Dr. Stevenson was a member of the Committee of Fourteen, charged with complet¬ 
ing the details of the plan for sotting up a World Council of Churches and 
submitting this plan to the Churches. He took part in the Utrecht meeting in 
May 1938 which drafted the constitution for the Council, and he became a member of 
the Provisional Committee. In January 1939, at great cost to his health, he 
crossed the ocean to attend the meeting of that Provisional Committee. Meanwhile, 
in America, he was chosen chairman of the Joint Executive Committee of the American 
Sections of Faith and Order and of Life and Work, and up to his last illness gave 
active leadership in the rapidly growing program of cooperation. 

This record can include only brief mention of his other work for unity through 
active participation in the World Conference on Faith and^Foifgft the Department of 
Church Cooperation and Union of the Presbyterian Church in the U.S.A. of which he 
was chairman; and of his many other contributions both as trusted leader in his own 
Church and as a theologian honored in all the Churches. 

We praise God for his life and work, and in our sorrow at his going from us we 
yet rejoice that God in His love has called him into the enjoyment of that unity 
with Him and with His saints which is the bliss of heaven. 

The Chairman read the names of the Executive Committee, viz:- 

William Adams Brown Andrew H. Phelps 
Samuel McCrea Cavert Mrs. Henry Hill Pierce 
Ivan Lee Holt Charles P. Taft 
John R. Mott Herbert L. Willett 

The Executive Secretary reported that Mr. Phelps found it possible to attend 
meetings of the Committee. 

VOTED: To appoint a woman to the Executive Committee in place of Mr. Phelps. 

The appointment of a new member, at the suggestion of the Chair,, was left to 
the officers of the Section. 

The Executive Secretary spoke briefly on tho difficulties already experienced 
in remaining in communication with churchmen abroad under war conditions, and 
mentioned the feasibility of engineering short-wave broadcasts of messages to the 
German churches, the messages being framed and delivered by German-speaking 
pastors in this country. He stressed the necessity of keeping the churches in 
touch with one another even in times of war. 

Dr. William Adams Brown, President of the American Section, took the Chair. 

Dr. John R. Mott explained in some detail the activities of the Continuation 
Committee of the Edinburgh Missionary Conference (now the International Missionary 
Council) during the World War in safeguarding missionaries and mission properties, 
and pointed out that this was a demonstration of a world-wide ecumenical conscience. 

Dr. Warnshuis stated that he found himself still able to communicate directly 
with Berlin in the sending of printed matter, and that letters were going forward 
through Holland and Switzerland. He gave some recent news of the internment of 
missionaries in India and other British possessions and the steps being taken to 
find substitute missionaries and to safeguard mission properties. He mentioned the 
fact that high British officials were disposed to avoid unnecessary harshness in 
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dealing with enemy aliens as had occurred in the World War. He stressed the fact 
that in the war of 1914-1918 missionary property had been segregated according to the 
precedent established at the insistence of the mission agencies and confirmed by the 
Treaty of Versailles, all such properties being returned to the respective missionary 
societies after the war. 

The Chairman suggested postponement of further discussion on these two last 
points until the joint meeting of the two Sections - Life and Work and Faith and 
Order. 

The meeting adjourned sine dio. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Henry Smith Leipor 

Executive Secretary 


